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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Today our prayer is taken from the 
Jewish Book of Service, Daily Prayers. 

Let us pray. 
We gratefully acknowledge that You 

are the eternal one, our God, and the 
God of our fathers evermore; the Rock 
of our life and the Shield of our salva-
tion. You are He who exists to all ages. 
We will therefore render thanks unto 
You and declare Your praise for our 
lives, which are delivered into Your 
hands, and for our souls, which are con-
fided in Your care; for Your goodness, 
which is displayed to us daily; for Your 
wonders and Your bounty, which are at 
all times given unto us. You are the 
most gracious, for Your mercies never 
fail. Evermore do we hope in You, O 
Lord our God. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable WAYNE ALLARD, a 
Senator from the State of Colorado, led 
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALLARD). The Senator from Mis-
sissippi. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the 
information of Senators, yesterday the 
Senate reached an agreement for 6 
hours of debate on the Agriculture con-
ference report. That time will expire 
today at 3:30 p.m. Senators may expect 

a vote on the conference report to 
occur then unless time is yielded back. 
The time will be controlled 21⁄2 hours 
on each side, with 1 hour under the 
control of the Senator from Minnesota, 
Mr. WELLSTONE. 

During the rest of the session today, 
the Senate will go back into executive 
session to complete consideration of 
the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban 
Treaty. There are approximately 3 
hours remaining for debate, so a vote is 
expected to occur prior to adjournment 
today. The Senate is also expected to 
begin consideration of the campaign fi-
nance reform legislation or any con-
ference reports that may be available 
for action by the Senate. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2000—CONFERENCE REPORT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of the conference 
report accompanying H.R. 1906, which 
the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
Conference report to accompanying H.R. 

1906, making appropriations for Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2000, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, under 
the agreement, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume on the Agri-
culture conference report. 

As Senators will remember, we in-
voked cloture on this conference report 
yesterday. I think the vote was 79–20. 
So by a very decisive vote, the Senate 
has expressed its will that we should 

complete action on this conference re-
port. So debate has been limited, by 
agreement, to 6 hours, as described in 
the announcement to the Senate. 

I am very pleased we have reached 
this point. This has been a very dif-
ficult and hard to resolve conference 
agreement. There have been a lot of 
issues extraneous to the appropriations 
process this year that had to be consid-
ered because they were raised either in 
the Senate or during consideration of 
the conference report. 

We have reached the point, though, 
that it is time to complete action on 
this conference report. We are appro-
priating funds for the fiscal year that 
began on October 1. So we have already 
begun the fiscal year during which the 
funds we will approve today will be 
needed. These funds are going to be al-
located for administration by the De-
partment of Agriculture among a wide 
range of programs. Sixty billion dollars 
are made available under the terms of 
this bill for programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture including agricul-
tural research, food and nutrition serv-
ice, conservation programs, agricul-
tural support programs, and rural de-
velopment. We also have the responsi-
bility of funding the Food and Drug 
Administration and the Commodity 
Futures Trading Commission activities 
under this bill. So funds are provided 
for those agencies as well. 

I am very pleased that the conference 
agreement reflects a very strong com-
mitment to the food safety initiatives. 
The President has been very active in 
his effort to increase funding for a 
number of those programs. Funds are 
provided for that—not all that the 
President wanted for every aspect of 
the program, but it is a well-balanced 
program. 

We also fund the Food Safety Inspec-
tion Service of the Department of Agri-
culture. Under that program, we have 
inspection that is conducted at food 
processing plants throughout the coun-
try, trying to make sure the food that 
is made available in the marketplace 
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in our country is safe and wholesome, 
trying to alleviate concerns and the 
risks of foodborne illnesses. 

I daresay we have the best record of 
any country in the world in protecting 
our citizens from foodborne illnesses, 
and this is due in large part to those 
industries and those people who are in-
volved every day in preparing and mar-
keting the foods that make up the U.S. 
food supply. So they are the ones who 
really deserve the credit, in my opin-
ion, and we very often do not recognize 
that. Government officials like to take 
the credit for just about everything, 
and I think that is wrong. In our soci-
ety, we have a lot of people who work 
very hard and in a very conscientious 
way with the latest technologies to try 
to help make this country the best in 
the world, and they have done it. 

We try to support the activities of 
food processors and producers, but we 
sometimes fall short. This year, for ex-
ample, we have had a very serious 
problem in production agriculture be-
cause of low commodity prices. There 
is an oversupply of some commodities 
in the world market that has depressed 
prices a great deal. We have seen a lot 
of weather-related disasters strike pro-
duction agriculture this year. So in 
this bill there is a response to that 
problem. A generous disaster assist-
ance program totaling $8.7 billion is in-
cluded in this conference report, pro-
viding emergency assistance for pro-
duction agriculture. 

The head of the Mississippi Farm Bu-
reau was interviewed after the House 
approved this conference report to get 
his reaction to the need in agriculture 
for the funds that were provided in this 
bill. Here is what David Waide of the 
Mississippi Farm Bureau Federation 
said about this emergency assistance: 
It ‘‘could well mean the difference in 
massive foreclosures and the ability to 
continue farming’’ in Mississippi. ‘‘It’s 
that serious,’’ he said, ‘‘because of the 
market situation and the extremely 
low commodity prices and the natural 
disaster we’ve had with weather, every 
producer is impacted to some degree.’’ 
He went on to say, ‘‘With the type of 
market losses that we’re seeing as a re-
sult of an extremely dry year, the pro-
ducers are still going to have to strug-
gle.’’ 

I point this out because there are 
some who think we have overreacted to 
the problems in agriculture this year. 
Every farmer in every area of the coun-
try may not be seriously affected by 
the problems I have discussed and de-
scribed but most are. In my State of 
Mississippi, David Waide has it right. 
He has described what the problems are 
and what the needs are, why it is im-
portant for this appropriations bill 
with this emergency disaster assist-
ance program to be approved. 

I am hopeful Senators will come to 
the floor under the order that we have 
provided for debate. We have a good 
amount of time available for the dis-
cussion of sanctions legislation we 
adopted in the Senate on an amend-

ment offered by Senator ASHCROFT, 
which would have limited the unilat-
eral power the President has to impose 
embargoes, in effect, or trade embar-
goes, stopping the flow of agricultural 
commodities from this country into 
the international marketplace as a 
means for trying to discipline other 
countries or coerce them into some 
kind of change of behavior. For many, 
this has seemed to be an area where we 
have unfairly targeted agriculture and 
made agricultural producers and ex-
porters bear the brunt of American for-
eign policy and, in many cases, it 
hasn’t worked. It hasn’t worked to 
change the behavior of those countries 
against whom the trade embargoes or 
sanctions were imposed. And it has 
hurt our own economy—not just the 
agricultural producers and exporters 
but others, because it has had a ripple 
effect throughout our economy. So I 
supported that initiative and I hope we 
can see legislation of that kind en-
acted. But because it was legislation, a 
change in law, there were objections to 
it being included on this appropriations 
bill. 

So there will be other opportunities 
to take up that issue, and I hope the 
Senate will address that at the earliest 
possible time. We have time available 
for Senator ASHCROFT and others who 
are interested in discussing that issue. 
Under the impression that there will be 
Senators coming to the floor soon to 
discuss those issues and others, I am 
prepared to yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, 
and I ask unanimous consent the time 
under the quorum call be charged 
equally to both sides under the order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to make comments on the Agri-
culture appropriations conference re-
port. It is a bill which I think is very 
important for America’s farmers and 
ranchers. Clearly, the agricultural 
community in America is in dire 
straits. Farmers need relief quickly. 
But the irony about this bill is that 
farmers are getting, in my judgment, 
shortchanged. They are getting short- 
term financial relief, but they have 
been robbed of good policy; that is, a 
policy to reform the unilateral embar-
goes of food and medicine that have 
kept our farmers from being able to 
sell their products around the world. 

Before I get substantially into my re-
marks, I thank the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, the chairman of the agri-
culture appropriations subcommittee, 
for his support and vote to end unilat-
eral food embargoes, and for his very 
mannerly handling of this issue on the 
floor and in the Senate-House con-

ference. He has a strong record of sup-
porting an end to the food embargoes. 
I know he recognizes the incredible 
groundswell of support for this policy 
change that is in the Congress and, 
more importantly, in the farm commu-
nity. Senator COCHRAN is to be com-
mended. I thank him. He has done an 
outstanding job. 

Farmers in America are aware that 
the current U.S. embargoes tie their 
hands and give an advantage to Can-
ada, Brazil, Europe, and South Amer-
ica, farmers from around the world, 
when competing against the United 
States. Current U.S. policy favors for-
eign farmers—not U.S. farmers. It is a 
tragedy that our own policies throw 
roadblocks between our farmers and 
the world marketplace so producers in 
other countries have a better oppor-
tunity to be more successful than pro-
ducers in our country. 

Make no mistake about it. The his-
tory of U.S. food embargoes is that 
they almost uniformly hurt only two 
parties: the American farmer and inno-
cent people overseas. 

Food embargoes generally don’t suc-
ceed in changing other nations. They 
succeed in taking dollars out of our 
farmers’ pockets and in putting dollars 
in the pockets of foreign farmers. They 
succeed in undermining our farmers’ 
reputation as reliable suppliers in the 
world market. We understand that be-
cause farmers have talked to us. Farm-
ers have come to me. I have met with 
them. Senator BOND and I have several 
times sat down together and discussed 
it with farmers in the last 3 or 4 
months at various places. We were in 
the foothills of Missouri. We were in 
the central part of the State. We have 
been at various places around the 
State. They have helped me understand 
this issue more clearly than ever be-
fore. 

A number of other Senators are very 
attuned to this. This is something that 
goes on on both sides of the aisle. This 
is not an issue that is defined by par-
ties in this Congress. Senators HAGEL, 
BAUCUS, DODD, BROWNBACK, DORGAN, 
KERREY, along with myself and many 
others—you notice this is one of those 
things where you can go back and forth 
across the aisle as you name the Mem-
bers of the Senate—have been working 
on a bill that would lift embargoes in-
volving U.S. farm products. 

I wish to recognize the fact that Sen-
ator LUGAR has for a long time been 
working on measures to do the same 
and is chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee in the Senate. 

This understanding about the need to 
have markets where farmers can sell 
what they produce is a pretty substan-
tial understanding. It is not partisan. 
We did not surprise anyone with this 
proposal. Americans have long agreed 
it is generally unwise for the United 
States to use food as a weapon. The 
weapon usually backfires and hurts us 
more than it hurts anyone else. 
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Congress has endorsed the values of 

the American people. Our job is to rep-
resent the values of the American peo-
ple and not to allow a select few inside 
Washington, DC, to go behind closed 
doors and impose their values on Amer-
ica. I am here today to do what I was 
elected to do—to promote farm policies 
that reflect the values of the farm belt 
instead of caving in to the values of the 
beltway. 

If Members listen to their farmers, 
they will most likely hear what I have 
been hearing. This is a letter from Kan-
sas City, MO, signed by 10 people with 
a strong interest in this issue. Let me 
read a part of it: 

We believe that this legislation— 

that is the legislation to allow farmers 
to market their products to change the 
way we have embargoes imposed so we 
don’t have the unilateral embargoes 
against food and medicine imposed by 
the President without Congress. 

We believe that this legislation will help 
the United States sell its valuable farm prod-
ucts and medicines as well as help the re-
ceiver countries. 

The President and Congress ought to re-
view more carefully unilateral embargoes 
against any country. Withholding food and 
medicine is an affront against human rights 
as well as a politically foolish practice. Such 
sanctions have never toppled governments, 
but only serve to perpetuate hatred, hunger, 
and poverty among the ordinary citizens. 

This was signed by 10 individuals. 
This is one of a number of letters I 
would like to submit for the RECORD. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

LATIN AMERICAN TASK FORCE, 
CATHOLICS FOR JUSTICE, 

Kansas City, MO, September 13, 1999. 
Hon. JOHN ASHCROFT, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR ASHCROFT: Thank you for 
introducing the Food and Medicine for the 
World Act as an amendment to the agricul-
tural appropriations bill and for cham-
pioning it through this far. We hope that you 
and Senator Bond will continue to work to 
pass this important amendment. 

We believe that this legislation will help 
the United States sell its valuable farm prod-
ucts and medicines as well as help the re-
ceiver countries. 

The President and Congress ought to re-
view more carefully unilateral embargoes 
against any country. Withholding food and 
medicine is an affront against human rights 
as well as a politically foolish practice. Such 
sanctions have never toppled governments, 
but only serve to perpetuate hatred, hunger, 
and poverty among the ordinary citizens. 

Thank you for your attention; we will look 
forward to a report on the outcome of Food 
and Medicine for the World Act. 

Letter signed by 10 people. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, not 
only do members of my constituency 
and citizens of Missouri write letters to 
me, but they write letters to the edi-
tor. They talk to the press and farm 
focus forums about the significance of 
lifting food embargoes. Senator BOND 
and I not only were in Columbia at one 
of these farm forums, but we were at 
the State fair. 

I am reading from a newspaper arti-
cle out of Sedalia, MO, entitled, 
‘‘Farmers Meet with Bond, Ashcroft at 
State Fair.’’ 

This is what some farmers said. This 
is what the article begins with. It in-
cludes quotes by farmers. 

Some farmers who are worried by low 
prices and the recent lack of rain felt en-
couraged after talking with Missouri’s two 
U.S. Senators about emergency relief and 
trade barriers. 

‘‘I hope the relief comes soon,’’ said Brent 
Sandidge, a hog farmer. ‘‘[But] rather than 
always giving us immediate relief, help us so 
that we can live so that emergency money 
won’t be needed. 

That is what the hog farmer was say-
ing. Give us the capacity to sell our 
products so emergency money won’t al-
ways be needed. 

One such long-range plan is Ashcroft’s 
Food and Medicine for the World Act. . . . 

The article continues, and then 
Brent, the hog farmer who was with us, 
said: 

. . . lifting embargoes makes sense. We 
need to use the agriculture in this country 
to feed the grave hunger of people around the 
world. 

I am pleased to have had that article 
in the Sedalia paper. The bottom line 
is this: The final Agriculture appro-
priations conference report should have 
included the embargo reform that was 
overwhelmingly supported by Amer-
ican farmers and adopted by the Sen-
ate. Frankly, it is a great disappoint-
ment to me that the Agriculture con-
ference report does not include reform 
for food embargoes. First of all, this re-
form, which we had included in the 
Senate version of the Agriculture bill, 
was a reform that would have required 
the President to collaborate with Con-
gress and get approval before imposing 
any unilateral sanction that would em-
bargo food or medicine. 

The Senate approved that amend-
ment by an overwhelming vote of 70–28. 
That included a majority of positive 
votes from both sides of the aisle—both 
Democrats and Republicans. This vote 
shows that not only do we have more 
than a majority, but 70 votes would be 
more than enough to invoke cloture, if 
these votes remain committed, more 
than enough votes to even override a 
Presidential veto. 

After the Senate 70–28 vote when the 
Agriculture appropriations bill went to 
the conference, the House conferees 
voted on a proposal to make the Senate 
reform even stronger. This is signifi-
cant because it reflects the view of 
many of the House Members with 
whom I have talked that embargoes be 
brought to the House of Representa-
tives for a straight up-or-down vote, 
and the proposal would receive the 
same kind of overwhelming support in 
the House that it received in the Sen-
ate. They were confident of that if 
voted on by the House. Also, eight Sen-
ate conferees to three favored keeping 
the Senate provisions along with the 
stronger House provisions. 

It is a mystery that the House want-
ed this, the Senate wanted this, we 

voted 70–28 to have it, and then behind 
closed doors a decision was made to 
strip out the reform provision that re-
ceived overwhelming bipartisan sup-
port in the Congress. It is something 
that the American farmers want, that 
will help sell American goods overseas, 
that will help reverse the currently de-
pressed prices, that will help provide 
food and medicine to people all around 
the world, and a reform that would re-
verse the rather ridiculous policy in 
which America finds itself alone so 
often as a nation using food and medi-
cine as a weapon of foreign policy. 

A select few in Congress have tried to 
make the issue of embargoes on food an 
issue about Cuba. I reject this narrow 
interpretation. It is about the impor-
tance of consistent U.S. policy on food 
and medicine embargoes. Since Cuba is 
one of those countries that we sanction 
or embargo exports of wheat, rice, 
pork, and other vital farm products, let 
me address that. Does it really make 
sense for the United States not to sell 
food to Cuba when the entire rest of 
the world already does? I don’t think 
so. Does it really make sense for the 
United States to deny food and medi-
cine and thereby bolster Castro’s anti- 
American distortions? 

Let’s hear from the countryside on 
this issue. Here is an e-mail I received 
from one of my constituents, Thomas 
Capuano, from Kirksville, MO: 

Dear Senator ASHCROFT, I want you to 
know that I favor loosening the embargo on 
Cuba. The best way for understanding be-
tween our two peoples is by means of free 
markets, free exchange of ideas and goods 
and services, and freedom of movement. . . . 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
To: John Ashcroft. 
From: Tom Capuano. 
Date: 15 July, 1999. 
Subject: Cuba embargo. 

DEAR SENATOR ASHCROFT: I want you to 
know that I favor loosening the embargo on 
Cuba. The best way for understanding be-
tween our two peoples is by means of free 
markets, free exchange of ideas and goods 
and services, and freedom of movement be-
tween Cuba and the U.S. Please consider sup-
porting the exemptions that are currently 
being proposed to ease the embargo. Food 
and medicine should be totally exempted 
from the embargo. 

Thank you for your attention. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Here is another e- 

mail received from Ms. Janelle 
Sharoni: 

The blockade against Cuba has been going 
on for so many years we have nearly forgot-
ten about the terrible suffering of the Cuban 
people and the total lack of any results to 
point to from this blockade. The blockade 
has not worked and has alienated us from 
other Latin Americans. 

All this does is exempt food, agricultural 
supplies, medicine and medical supplies for 
the trade embargo. It does NOT indicate any 
change in American policy, just a change in 
how we deal with the poor and suffering. 

That is a description of the Food and 
Medicine for the World Act. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
To: Senator Ashcroft. 
From: ‘‘Janell H. Sharoni’’. 
Date: 21 July, 1999. 
Subject: End the Cuban Embargo. 

DEAR SENATOR ASHCROFT: The blockade 
against Cuba has been going on for so many 
years, we have nearly forgotten about the 
terrible suffering of the Cuban people and 
the total lack of any results to point to from 
this blockade. This blockade has not worked 
and has alienated us from other Latin Amer-
icans. 

Businessmen are trying, against of course 
the wishes of the Miami community, who 
seem to control our entire congress, to make 
headway in working to establish relations 
with Cuba. Please support or co-sponsor 
SB926 to end the embargo against Cuba. 

All this does is exempt food, agricultural 
supplies, medicine and medical supplies for 
the trade embargo. It does NOT indicate any 
change in American policy, just a change in 
how we deal with the poor and suffering in 
the third world. Is it not obvious that Fidel 
Castro will die in office and never be re-
moved? 

This is the first step in ending our stupid 
cold war relationships with a person who is 
head and shoulders above most of the dic-
tators we have supported in the past in our 
anti communist stance. 

The Pentagon is not afraid of Cuba, and es-
pecially the Cuban people. Why, Senator 
Ashcroft, do we continue this terrible ordeal 
against the people of a nation so close to our 
shores. 

Sincerely, 
JANELLE H. SHARONI. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I received many let-
ters about this issue. Here is one from 
a constituent in St. Joseph, MO, Mr. 
Craig Drummond, who is the Drake 
University student body vice president. 

I don’t know why he went all the way 
to Iowa to get his education, but Drake 
is a fine institution. 

He states it this way: 
The United States is a country that was 

founded on the premise of freedom, democ-
racy and sovereignty. We enact policies, laws 
and regulations that best exhibit the highest 
ideals of democracy and the American pub-
lic. For the most part, we do a good job and 
function well as a powerful global leader. I 
am a proponent of democracy and capitalism 
and hold the values and ideas of the afore-
mentioned paramount to any other country 
or government. The United States has prob-
lems and for the most part we are aware of 
these and have good people working to rec-
tify our problems and wrongs. That is why 
this whole Cuba situation intrigues me so 
much. 

Why does America continue to have an em-
bargo against trade with Cuba? Why have we 
chosen to isolate Cuba and ourselves from 
each other? 

I think the point here that ought to 
be made is a point that needs to be 
made over and over again. For food and 
medicine, we don’t strengthen the re-
gime; we strengthen the people. 
Strengthening oppressed people is what 
is fundamentally appropriate in terms 
of eventually allowing them to survive 
oppressive regimes. 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
letter printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JUNE 22, 1999. 
DEAR SENATOR JOHN ASHCROFT OF MIS-

SOURI: I am writing this letter in regards to 
the United States’ embargo against Cuba. I 
recently visited Cuba through a U.S. Treas-
ury Department licensed trip that was part 
of a class for Drake University. In Cuba I was 
immersed in their culture and sense of com-
munity and feel that after this experience, it 
is my Lockean duty as an American citizen 
to write my elected leaders and express my 
concern at the status quo foreign policy that 
America practices in regards to Cuba. 

The United States is a country that was 
founded on the premise of freedom, democ-
racy and sovereignty. We enact policies, laws 
and regulations that best exhibit the highest 
ideals of democracy and the American pub-
lic. For the most part, we do a good job and 
function well as a powerful global leader. I 
am a proponent of democracy and capitalism 
and hold the values and ideas of the afore-
mentioned paramount to any other country 
or government. The United States has prob-
lems and for the most part we are aware of 
these and have good people working to rec-
tify our problems and wrongs. That is why 
this whole Cuba situation intrigues me so 
much. 

Why does America continue to have an em-
bargo against trade with Cuba? Why have we 
chosen to isolate Cuba and ourselves from 
each other? This puzzles me dearly and I 
have searched, with a patriotic mindset, to 
find answers, yet I have not found any viable 
ones. Cuba operates as a socialistic govern-
ment and this government is by far one of 
the best examples of true socialism that I 
have seen. The people are educated, have ac-
cess to medical care and the leaders do not 
live lavish lifestyles. Cuba is poor and the 
people need money and have wants, yet the 
division of wealth appears to be fair and 
from the government leaders to the person 
on the street, the people support their gov-
ernmental system. 

Why then has the United States, the world 
leader in human rights, let itself place greed 
and the desires of a limited minority of 
American businessmen above the needs of a 
people, fair foreign policy, and the search for 
social justice in U.S. action? American busi-
nessmen are upset because their companies 
were nationalized in the Revolution of 1959. 
Cuba has since offered retribution, but the 
former owners have declined it on the 
grounds that the retribution is not for the 
real amount that the assets were worth. 
Well, as someone who has invested in foreign 
markets, I personally know of and accept the 
higher degree of risk that is taken when in-
vesting in foreign markets that are not 
under direct U.S. control. A foreign investor 
must accept this risk and realize that there 
is additional risk associated with 
transacting or operating a business in a for-
eign country. 

Cuba is a nation of great beauty and oppor-
tunity. The Cuban people desire and need the 
help of the United States. I see no reason for 
the current embargo and would ask you to 
compare Cuba to China when talking about 
foreign policy and governmental structures. 
I am asking as a constituent and citizen that 
you look into this matter so that you can 
form an educated opinion on this subject. 
Hopefully, education on this subject will fos-
ter a desire to rise up and make the nec-
essary change to lift this embargo. There 
may have been reasons in the past for the 
implementation of the embargo, but Cuba 
and the U.S. have both changed since the 
1950’s and it is time for our foreign policy to 
change as well. 

The lifting of the embargo will not only 
help the Cuban economy, but it will inevi-
tably act as an impetus to spark American 
investment and exports to Cuba. Such trans-

actions could only be considered a positive 
for the U.S. economy. Thank you and if you 
have any questions or comments please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
CRAIG W. DRUMMOND, 

Drake University Students Body 
Vice-President. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. A final letter from 
Mrs. Joan Botwinick in University 
City, MO: 

I want to thank you for introducing a bill 
which would lift the embargo on food and 
medicine. Not only is it the humane thing to 
do, but it would also benefit our farmers. 

That is a clear statement of what I 
think is the important truth. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter printed in its entirety in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

UNIVERSITY CITY, MO, 
Sept. 24, 1999. 

DEAR MR. ASHCROFT: I want to thank you 
for introducing a bill which would lift the 
embargo on food and medicine in Cuba. Not 
only is it the humane thing to do, but it 
would also benefit our farmers. 

The broader issue is: Do we promote de-
mocracy by putting sanctions on countries 
we don’t like or who may be a threat to us, 
or do we try to help improve their economies 
by engaging in commerce and dialogue. I be-
lieve our best course is the latter. 

Sincerely, 
JOAN BOTWINICK. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Comments about 
lifting the food embargo come not just 
from the Midwest. An editorial from 
the Fort Lauderdale Sun-Sentinel, Au-
gust 16, 1999, states: 

It clearly would be in America’s best inter-
est to expand trade in food and medicine to 
Cuba, for more reasons than one. 

I continue to quote: 
If nutrition and health-care conditions 

don’t improve in Cuba under the easing or 
lifting of U.S. trade restrictions, Castro 
won’t have the embargo to blame for his gov-
ernment’s failures. 

In other words, we provide Castro 
with an opportunity to blame America 
for hungry people, to blame America 
for sick people, as long as we embargo 
food and medicine. 

Quite frankly, there is a ground swell 
of support to lift the food and medicine 
embargo on Cuba—and other countries. 

An article from the Omaha World- 
Herald commends the cosponsor of this 
legislation, Senator CHUCK HAGEL of 
Nebraska, who has been such a leader 
in this respect. I will read from that ar-
ticle: 

Sens Chuck Hagel, R-Neb., and John 
Ashcroft, R-Mo., added to the Senate’s re-
cent farm spending bill an amendment that 
would exempt most food and medical sup-
plies from U.S. sanctions against foreign na-
tions. 

As an editorial in this space said on August 
10, Cuba provides the closest example of why 
Hagel and Ashcroft have a good idea: Such 
sanctions usually harm only the people who 
deserve it least, and they pointlessly exclude 
U.S. farmers and pharmaceutical manufac-
turers from significant international mar-
kets. 
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I ask unanimous consent to have this 

editorial from the Omaha World-Her-
ald, Friday, August 20, 1999, printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Omaha World-Herald; Fri. August 

20, 1999] 
A GENTLER FACE TOWARD CUBA 

Maybe it’s just a coincidence of timing. 
But lately it seems that Midwesterners are 
at the forefront of a push to start easing 
some of the barriers between the United 
States and Cuba. 

Sens. Chuck Hagel, R-Neb., and John 
Ashcroft, R-Mo., added to the Senate’s re-
cent farm spending bill an amendment that 
would exempt most food and medical sup-
plies from U.S. sanctions against foreign na-
tions. 

As an editorial in this space said on Aug. 
10, Cuba provides the closest example of why 
Hagel and Ashcroft have a good idea: Such 
sanctions usually harm only the people who 
deserve it least, and they pointlessly exclude 
U.S. farmers and pharmaceutical manufac-
turers from significant international mar-
kets. 

Senate Minority Leader Tom Daschle of 
South Dakota and Sen. Byron Dorgan, D- 
N.D., recently came back from a visit to 
Cuba with figures that undergird that idea. 
They said officials in Cuba told them the 
country imports nearly $1 billion in food and 
medicine annually and food imports could 
double in five years. Cuban doctors and hos-
pital officials told the Americans that more 
than 200 important pharmaceuticals are not 
to be found in Cuba and that a pressing need 
exists to restock. 

One must consider the source of such as-
sertions. But even if the numbers were sub-
stantially exaggerated, they still point to 
real markets and real needs. 

Now there’s the visit to Havana by the 
Gold Nemesis from Lincoln, Nebraska’s top 
under-17 soccer team, with its people-to-peo-
ple sports diplomacy stint. What are the 
young players (many of whose parents have 
no memory of a time when there wasn’t an 
embargo against Cuba) learning? 

‘‘People from Cuba are not stereotypical, 
real hard-nosed, mean people,’’ Gold nemesis 
co-captain Christian Mangrum told the Asso-
ciated Press. ‘‘They’re actually really nice, 
really genuine.’’ 

No surprise there, surely. The faceoff be-
tween the two nations has never been about 
Americans vs Cubans. It is about the corrupt 
and dictatorial regime of Fidel Castro and 
his dreams of Pan-American revolution. And 
harbor no illusions: Castro remains Castro. 
All in Cuba is not sweetness and light 

Dorgn reported that Castro staunchly de-
fended the current system. ‘‘He staunchly 
defends what he has done,’’ Dorgan said. ‘‘He 
rejects the notion that there are human 
rights violations.’’ Dorgan said Cuban offi-
cials had told him and Daschle they were 
free to speak to any Cuban. But that proved 
to be untrue when they wanted to talk to 
four dissidents recently sentenced to prison. 

The overthrow of Castro is not a realistic 
prospect, but after all, he will not live for-
ever. It is time to think about what happens 
after he’s gone. If Americans demonstrate to 
Cubans that we as a nation aren’t out to 
starve them or deprive them of medical care; 
if we show them more about average Ameri-
cans and the kind of life that is possible 
under a more progressive form of govern-
ment: doesn’t it make sense that in the post- 
Castro era they’ll be open to a free and open 
society? 

For that reason, when the House of Rep-
resentatives resumes its session next month, 

it should join the Senate in easing the food 
and medicine embargo. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Most people realize 
it is the good thing to do for our farm-
ers and it is the right thing to do in 
terms of humanitarian interests of 
those abroad. That is why the Senate 
overwhelmingly approved this concept, 
and that is why it should have been re-
tained in the conference report which 
provides relief for American farmers. 

We provide financial relief, but we ig-
nore the need for structural relief so 
that their market can be expanded. It 
is no secret that what happened to the 
appropriations bill for farmers has been 
construed by some as an affront to 
farmers. Missouri farmers are not 
duped; they are not fooled. They under-
stand that while there is additional fi-
nancial assistance being given out, 
they are still being deprived of their 
markets, and Missouri farmers want to 
be able to produce and to sell. That is 
what farming is all about. They are be-
wildered as to how their freedom to 
market, which had majority support 
from both sides of the aisle, could be 
stripped out of the bill. I will do every-
thing I can to make sure they get the 
freedom to market we have been prom-
ising them for years; we must deliver. 

Quite frankly, there is growing con-
sideration of an idea that says we can’t 
have Freedom to Farm if we don’t have 
freedom to market. We have never 
given it a real chance to work. We have 
to give our farmers the chance to mar-
ket what they produce as well as the 
freedom to be producers. 

If what happened over the last 2 
weeks on sanctions policy keeps up, I 
do not think we will be seeing this pro-
gram work. We have to have both free-
doms: The freedom to farm and the 
freedom to market; and who will be to 
blame but those who kept us from pass-
ing the freedom to market? 

Our amendment, the Food and Medi-
cine for the World Act, is designed to 
allow our farmers to market around 
the world and is designed to restruc-
ture the way in which agricultural em-
bargoes, or food embargoes, would be 
imposed—if at all. That proposal would 
have put United States farmers on 
more competitive ground with the Ca-
nadians and more competitive ground 
with the Europeans and South Ameri-
cans in world markets. It would have 
put money in the pockets of U.S. farm-
ers—clear and simple; just a fact; there 
would have been money in the pockets 
of American farmers. 

It is hard to believe we simply—we? I 
should not say ‘‘we.’’ From somewhere, 
in the dark of night in the conference 
committee, out goes that provision 
which had overwhelming support, I be-
lieve, in both Houses of the Congress. 
It would have restored the credibility 
of the Congress worldwide, across 
America, and would have restored our 
farmers’ credibility worldwide as sup-
pliers. 

I will continue my efforts to win 
final approval for ending unilateral 
food and medicine embargoes. Next 

week the sponsors of the amendment, 
that was approved 70 to 28 and was 
added to the Agriculture appropria-
tions bill, intend to introduce the em-
bargo reform as a freestanding bill. We 
will bring it to the Senate and the Con-
gress. We will say to the Congress: This 
is not part of the Agriculture appro-
priations measure as it was before, but 
we want to present this to the Con-
gress. I am grateful the majority leader 
of the Senate has made a commitment 
to me to bring the proposal back to the 
Senate floor for separate consideration 
this session. That is important to me. 

I wanted the measure approved as 
part of the Agriculture appropriations 
bill and sent to the President for signa-
ture. It would have been easier. It cer-
tainly was an overwhelming consensus 
of this body and I believe an over-
whelming consensus of the House. But 
if that can’t be, then we try plan B. 
Plan B is to bring it up separately and 
get it passed through the Senate, get it 
passed through the House of Represent-
atives, and sent to the President. 

I thank the majority leader of the 
Senate who has made a commitment to 
bring the proposal back to the Senate 
floor for separate consideration. This 
debate will continue, therefore. 

Let me reiterate a few points that 
are vital to the proposal we are advanc-
ing. The general framework is this. We 
do not make it impossible to have an 
embargo. We just say, before there can 
be an embargo, the Congress has to ap-
prove it. So we do not tie the hands of 
the President, but we ask him to shake 
hands with the Congress before you 
take this draconian, drastic step which 
hurts American farmers, before you 
have sanctions on food, fiber, and medi-
cine. We will not allow the President, 
with the stroke of a pen, to damage the 
livelihood of American farmers or to 
cut off the subsistence of oppressed 
people around the world. It will require 
consultation with the Congress. 

I want to make one thing as clear as 
I can. This is genuinely a proposal that 
supports the policy of helping our 
farmers and putting products which 
will eliminate suffering and hunger 
into the hands of those who need them 
most. This is not about shipping mili-
tary equipment or even dual-use 
items—things that could be used in the 
military setting—to other countries. 
We want to keep those kinds of things 
out of the hands of tyrants. But we do 
not want to assist tyrants, or strength-
en the hands of tyrants, by allowing 
them to blame America for hungry peo-
ple who are oppressed or people who 
are ill in health, so that the tyrant can 
say: The reason you are ill and the rea-
son we don’t have good medicine is the 
United States of America won’t allow 
you to have good health or won’t sell 
us food. 

Our approach helps us show support 
for the oppressed people who need to be 
strengthened in these countries, at the 
same time we send a message that the 
United States in no way will assist or 
endorse the activities of the rogue 
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leaders of these nations which threaten 
our interests. If these rogue leaders 
don’t spend the money with the Amer-
ican farmers to buy food, that leaves 
them hard currency to buy weapons 
and destabilize countries around the 
world. We ought to hope they spend all 
their money on food for their people in-
stead of weaponry they use either to 
repress people in their own regimes or 
destabilize neighboring countries. 

Ending unilateral embargoes against 
sales of U.S. food and medicine is good, 
solid foreign policy, it is good farm pol-
icy, and it promotes U.S. interests 
around the world. In the past, we have 
imposed embargoes that have done ex-
actly the opposite from what we in-
tended. If we use food as a weapon, we 
have to be careful it doesn’t backfire. 
Using food as a weapon has really re-
sulted in more backfiring than forward 
firing. We have actually enriched the 
people we were seeking to hurt, and we 
have hurt the people, the American 
farmers, who have been the producers 
of what has made this Nation the 
greatest nation on the face of the 
Earth, where hunger has been virtually 
abolished—or it should be. 

Let me just give this example. It is a 
tragic example. It is not humorous, but 
it is almost funny because it backfired 
so badly. Everyone remembers the So-
viet grain embargo in the 1970s. We 
canceled 17 million tons of high-priced 
exports from the United States. We 
told farmers: You cannot make those 
sales; we are not going to allow you to 
ship that grain to Russia. 

Here is what happened. The Russians, 
having been relieved of their contrac-
tual obligation to buy what they want-
ed to buy, went into the world market-
place. Do you know what they did? 
They bought all the stuff which we re-
fused to sell them, and they saved $250 
million in the process. We really hurt 
the Russians with that one. Robert 
Kohlmeyer of ‘‘World Perspectives’’ 
brought that story to the committee as 
we had hearings on sanctions. I 
thought to myself, that gun backfired 
in a big way. The only people with pow-
der burns, the only people suffering as 
a result of that volley, were American 
farmers and individuals in the produc-
tion of American agriculture. 

Our market reputation as a supplier 
in the world went down, and other peo-
ple decided they would bring on land to 
be producers, in South America and 
other settings, so they could supply 
what we would refuse to supply. All of 
a sudden, we brought new competitors 
into the arena; we destroyed our rep-
utation; we helped our enemy get $250 
million he wouldn’t otherwise have 
gotten, and we hurt American farmers. 
Seldom can a gun backfire so accu-
rately in so many directions. I say sel-
dom, but it is just generally so in the 
arena of embargoes. Our embargoes 
more often deny people who suffer 
under such regimes the food and medi-
cine they need and desire rather than 
hurting the leaders in those countries. 

America has been a nation that pro-
motes freedom worldwide. We should 

continue to talk truthfully about polit-
ical oppression in other countries. We 
should do so, though, without denying 
food and medicine to the oppressed 
people who need to be strengthened, 
not weakened. How can we ever expect 
to topple a regime by starving those 
who populate it? Our foreign policy in-
terests should be to strengthen, not to 
weaken, those who could resist an op-
pressive regime. 

We need to stop using food as a weap-
on against the innocent. It is not good 
foreign policy. It is failed foreign pol-
icy. That gun backfires. It is not work-
ing. It is hurting those abroad and is 
hurting those of us who are back home. 
In terms of market access for farmers, 
we can talk about the roadblocks that 
are laid down by foreign governments— 
and I am pretty distressed about those 
roadblocks. The Europeans have vast 
subsidies that make it hard for us to 
compete with them overseas. But let us 
also be aware we have to stop throwing 
roadblocks in the way of our own farm-
ers here at home. We have built a solid 
brick wall in front of our own farmers. 
Simply, it is an impenetrable wall 
when it relates to embargoes and sanc-
tions imposed unilaterally on food and 
medicine against a number of countries 
around the world. My message today to 
the Congress is simply this: Tear down 
this wall we have built. 

Let our farmers be free. Our food em-
bargoes have failed. Our food embar-
goes are not effective. Food embargoes 
are not the way for us to win. That gun 
backfires. It is time to tear down this 
wall. And we will. Starting next week, 
we will do our best to bring this meas-
ure up as an independent, freestanding 
measure. 

While I believe it is important to 
help our farmers in the Agriculture ap-
propriations bill upon which we are 
going to be voting, that is a financial 
assist in the short term for a disastrous 
year, but we need the long-term struc-
tural reform that the hog farmer in Se-
dalia, Brett, came to me and said: We 
need the ability to market so we don’t 
need to come back for financial assist-
ance over and over again. Tear down 
this wall. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-

ERTS). The distinguished Senator from 
Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I thank the Pre-
siding Officer, the other distinguished 
Senator from Kansas. I appreciate his 
recognition. I ask unanimous consent 
to speak for up to 10 minutes on the Ag 
appropriations conference report which 
is before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of what my colleague 
from Missouri just spoke about. As he 
was speaking, I was thinking where I 
was when the embargo happened. In 
the late seventies, I was a farm broad-
caster in Manhattan, KS, when Presi-

dent Carter put the embargo on the So-
viet Union. My dad was farming, as he 
is today. We were both long in wheat. 
Wheat went down lock limit for 3 days 
in a row with that embargo. The mar-
kets did not recover when that big of a 
sale was taken out of the system. We 
lost a lot of money. 

Senator ASHCROFT was talking about 
how much we lost as a nation and how 
much our farmers lost. I remember 
what we lost as a family in that embar-
go, not that it should be any deciding 
factor, but it galvanized in my mind 
what happens when we do these sorts of 
things. That is, we lose markets, we 
lose money, our farmers are penalized, 
punished—and the Soviet Union got 
cheaper grain out of the deal. It was 
bad for us all the way around. 

One of my great disappointments 
with the Ag appropriations conference 
report is that we had a chance to end 
once and for all the use of food and 
medicine as a foreign policy tool. We 
did not take that chance, and we are 
poorer for it. We should have gotten 
this monkey off the back of U.S. farm-
ers. 

I rise to state my strong disappoint-
ment with this conference report, even 
though my colleague from Mississippi, 
who chairs this subcommittee, has 
done everything he possibly can. There 
is a lot of good in this appropriations 
conference report, but we missed a 
chance to lift these unilateral sanc-
tions on food and medicine. 

As you have already heard several 
times, the Ashcroft amendment was 
adopted overwhelmingly in this body 
by a vote of 70–28. It is important to 
keep mentioning that fact because it is 
astonishing to me that such a clear 
message from the Senate could be so 
easily ignored. 

In a place as diverse as America and 
as compact as Congress, there are 
bound to be honest disagreements 
about any number of issues, including 
sanctions. These disagreements were 
given a thorough and extensive airing 
in the Senate, and the result was an 
overwhelming majority decided it was 
not an effective policy tool to use food 
and medicine in foreign policy. This is 
a conclusion that a vast majority of 
the American public has already recog-
nized for some time and certainly the 
farming public has recognized this for a 
long period of time. 

What has occurred with the Agri-
culture appropriations bill is an at-
tempt to avoid this important policy 
issue. I am delighted we are going to 
bring it back up next week and discuss 
it, but it is an unfortunate tactic that 
has moved us to next week rather than 
now in deciding this critical policy 
issue for U.S. agriculture and for 
America’s foreign policy. Compounding 
this wrong is the fact that U.S. agri-
culture is in the midst of an economic 
struggle, and sanctions serve to limit 
U.S. markets for no real policy effect. 

Unilaterally using food and medicine 
as foreign policy weapons fails to take 
into account that the U.S. has com-
petition in agriculture. If we do not 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:57 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S13OC9.REC S13OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12455 October 13, 1999 
sell it, somebody else will, and that is 
what has taken place in the past. It is 
time we limit the possibility of this 
happening again in the future to the 
United States. 

Even if the U.S. denies trade with an-
other nation, other countries will, and 
do eagerly, sell these products. We 
know this for a fact. The only one who 
gets hurt in this process is truly the 
U.S. farmer, the farmers across Kansas 
who do not get to make these sales. 

While it is difficult to calculate the 
actual gain that lifting sanctions 
would bring in the short term it is easy 
to see the long-term benefits of sanc-
tions reform. These benefits include 
the increased sales to new markets be-
cause we tell that new market we will 
be a reliable supplier; we will not just 
step in willy-nilly on this; we will be 
reliable in our supplying. Perhaps even 
more profound, this policy serves to re-
assure all our trading partners that the 
U.S. will continue and will always be 
that constant and reliable supplier of 
agricultural goods. This assurance is 
necessary in a competitive market. 

Efforts to reinstate this important 
sanctions relief language or find a com-
promise have certainly been valiantly 
put forward by Senator ASHCROFT, Sen-
ator DORGAN, and a number of others, 
including the Chair. I commend my 
neighbors in this principled fight and 
their persistence on this issue. Still the 
few who oppose sanctions reform have 
blocked any progress. 

Reluctantly, I will vote for this bill 
because farmers and producers are de-
pending on the emergency aid funding 
contained in this bill. But I truly be-
lieve the future of U.S. agriculture de-
pends on the long-term reforms such as 
this Senate-passed amendment lifting 
unilateral sanctions. I will continue to 
fight on this issue and insist that the 
will of the majority be followed. 

In conclusion, we had a chance to 
once and for all remove the use of food 
and medicine as a foreign policy tool, 
and we missed it. We could do some-
thing good, something right, morally 
on the high ground, the right thing for 
U.S. farmers, the right thing for those 
consumers in places around the world 
who need and should have this good, 
high quality food product we have. We 
missed that opportunity. We are poorer 
for it, and so is the rest of the world. 
We will have this fight again next 
week. I hope we can still move this bill 
this session of Congress. I lament we 
did not do it on this piece of legisla-
tion. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KOHL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Wisconsin is 
recognized. 

Mr. KOHL. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, I am glad to join my col-
league, Senator COCHRAN, in support of 
the conference report to H.R. 1906, the 
fiscal year 2000 Agriculture appropria-
tions bill. 

I congratulate Senator COCHRAN, 
chairman of the subcommittee, for 

guiding us past many obstacles that 
have stood in the way of final passage 
of this measure. At the end of today’s 
debate, we will send to the President 
an agricultural spending bill that will 
result in immediate aid to hundreds of 
thousands of farmers across our coun-
try. That is an accomplishment of 
which we can all be proud. 

At times, work on this bill was con-
tentious. The money we had available 
to work with made it very difficult to 
fund adequately the most critical pro-
grams at USDA, FDA, and the other 
agencies in this bill. 

Senator COCHRAN did a masterful job 
in finding a balance of priorities, given 
the budgetary constraints under which 
we had to work. In fact, we were even 
able to increase spending for some crit-
ical programs. This conference report 
provides an increase for the President’s 
food safety initiative, as well as addi-
tional funds to help avoid a shortfall in 
inspectors at the Food Safety Inspec-
tion Service. An increase is provided 
for the WIC Program to help maintain 
caseload. Other programs, such as re-
search and education, conservation and 
rural development are all funded at a 
very healthy level. 

Most important, we have managed to 
include $8.7 billion in emergency aid to 
farmers suffering from the price col-
lapse that has hit too many commod-
ities. I realize some of my colleagues, 
especially those from the Northeast, 
will argue that more is needed to ad-
dress the needs of farmers suffering 
from the effects of this summer’s 
drought and Hurricane Floyd. I agree. 
The administration should send us a 
separate emergency request for these 
recent disasters, and Congress ought to 
act on it immediately. But our com-
mitment to help the farmers of the 
Northeast overcome the natural disas-
ters of the last several months should 
not stop us from enacting aid for farm-
ers all over the country suffering from 
the economic disasters of the last sev-
eral years. 

I also want to note the efforts made 
to ensure that harmful legislative rid-
ers, such as attempts to undermine 
USDA reform of dairy policy, did not 
become part of this conference report. 
We have spent months putting together 
a fair bill—not perfect, but fair. Efforts 
to incorporate dairy compacts into this 
legislation were defeated more than 
once. It is time to pass this bill and get 
much-needed funding to dairy farmers 
and to hardworking farmers across the 
country. 

And let me emphasize that last point. 
This bill contains almost $9 billion in 
emergency assistance to struggling 
farmers everywhere. Within days of the 
President signing the bill, almost $5 
billion of that aid will be on its way to 
farmers. It is all well and good for us to 
spend days listening to talk about this 
money—how it is distributed and how 
much there should be—but there are 
hundreds of thousands of farmers who 
need it now to plant, feed, and operate. 
All the words in the world will not help 

farmers get next year’s crop in the 
ground or milk the cows. We have 
talked enough—it is time now to pass 
this bill. 

In closing, let me say how much I 
have enjoyed working with Senator 
COCHRAN. This is my first year as rank-
ing member on this subcommittee and 
his exceptional leadership, good judg-
ment, and helpful hand has been indis-
pensable in making this a positive ex-
perience for all of us. I would also like 
to thank his distinguished staff, Re-
becca Davies, Martha Scott 
Poindexter, Les Spivey, and Hunt Ship-
man, for their important contributions 
to this bill. And, of course, I must 
thank Galen Fountain of the minority 
staff for his wisdom and patience. 
Galen is an invaluable resource to me, 
to all Democratic Senators, and to the 
Senate itself. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter on the Foreign Market Develop-
ment Program from the USDA be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, DC, September 29, 1999. 
Hon. HERBERT KOHL, 
Committee on Appropriations, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KOHL: This is in reply to 
your request for information about the Com-
modity Credit Corporation (CCC) Charter 
Act and the President’s budget to fund the 
Foreign Market Development Program 
(FMD) through CCC. 

The President’s budget proposes to shift 
funding for FMD from the FAS appropriated 
account to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion (CCC). The budget also proposes to fund 
a new Quality Samples Program through 
CCC. In conjunction with the budget, the Ad-
ministration has forwarded to Congress leg-
islation authorizing the use of CCC funds for 
FMD and capping expenditures for that pur-
pose at the Fiscal Year (FY) 1998 program 
level of $27.5 million. 

You questioned whether such legislation 
was necessary or whether the Administra-
tion has the authority to fund these pro-
grams through CCC administratively. You 
are indeed correct: although it is the Admin-
istration’s position that such legislation 
should be enacted, CCC has the authority to 
fund FMD and the proposed Quality Samples 
Program under the Section 5(f) of the CCC 
Charter Act without additional legislation. 
The legislation we submitted does not ex-
pand the Secretary’s existing authority; it 
limits it by imposing a cap on CCC expendi-
tures for the two programs. 

If FMD ultimately is funded through CCC 
rather than from the FAS appropriated ac-
count, the Administration intends to con-
tinue to fund FMD at not less than the his-
toric level of $27.5 million annually. 

Please feel free to contact me if you need 
any additional information. 

Sincerely, 
AUGUST SCHUMACHER, Jr., 
Under Secretary for Farm and 

Foreign Agricultural Services. 

Mr. KOHL. I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. 

Mr. REED addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. KOHL. I yield to the Senator 

from Rhode Island. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:57 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S13OC9.REC S13OC9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12456 October 13, 1999 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Rhode Island 
is recognized. 

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator from 
Wisconsin for yielding and also thank 
him and the Senator from Mississippi 
for their efforts on behalf of this legis-
lation. But I must come to the floor 
today in opposition to this bill because 
it is not fair legislation for all the 
farmers of America—certainly not fair 
to the farmers of the Northeast, in 
Rhode Island, New England, the Mid- 
Atlantic States, because they have suf-
fered a tremendous loss this year be-
cause of a drought that has historic 
implications. It was the worst drought 
in the history of this region in over 105 
years of record keeping by the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion. This has had a devastating im-
pact on the farmers of my State and of 
the region. 

Most people do not consider the 
Northeast to be a place where there are 
lots of farms, but in my own small 
State of Rhode Island there are over 
700 farmers who grow vegetables, turf, 
nursery stock, cranberries, straw-
berries, and potatoes. We also have nu-
merous orchards and dairy farms. All 
of these farms have suffered dev-
astating losses. And these are family 
farms; these are not large agricultural 
combines—certainly not in Rhode Is-
land. They are family farms that are 
struggling to make do. This year they 
had a difficult struggle because of this 
historic drought. 

We originally thought that farm 
losses would be about 50 percent of the 
crop—a serious blow. But I have just 
been given data today from our agri-
cultural authorities where in Rhode Is-
land they are suggesting that the Au-
gust estimates were not as severe as 
the reality is turning out to be. In fact, 
the estimate is that the percentage 
loss of sweet corn in the State is 80 per-
cent, silage corn is 70 percent, potatoes 
is 60 percent, mixed vegetables is 75 
percent, and hay is 50 percent. These 
are difficult losses to bear, particularly 
difficult to bear without assistance. 

We have received some rain through 
the last few weeks, but it has not been 
enough to reverse the damage that al-
ready was done April through August 
with the worst drought in the history 
of our region. 

That is why I am here today, be-
cause, frankly, the resources in this 
legislation that are being made avail-
able to the Northeast, to the Mid-At-
lantic farmers, are insufficient. We 
have tried, over the last several 
months, to structure a meaningful re-
lief package that would help the farm-
ers throughout this country—every re-
gion. 

In the 1999 emergency supplemental 
appropriations bill, Democrats offered 
an amendment to provide disaster re-
lief for America’s farmers and ranchers 
which would have taken care of all of 
our farmers throughout the country. 
This provision was rejected by the ma-
jority. Later, Democrats offered addi-

tional disaster relief amendments to 
the fiscal year 2000 Agriculture appro-
priations bill as it was being considered 
in the subcommittee. Those amend-
ments were rejected also. 

On the floor of the Senate in August, 
I joined my Democratic colleagues in 
supporting an emergency farm package 
that would provide over $10 billion to 
producers in need of relief, including 
$2.6 billion in disaster relief and $212 
million in emergency conservation as-
sistance, both of which would have 
been very critical to my farmers in 
Rhode Island and throughout the 
Northeast. Sadly, that proposal was 
also rejected. There was even discus-
sion to try to work out a compromise, 
a bipartisan effort, on the order of $8.8 
billion. This, too, failed. 

Finally, I think in the hopes of mov-
ing the process forward, we did agree to 
the final $7 billion package proposed by 
the majority, as a downpayment, if you 
will, on the necessary support we hoped 
we could obtain through the conference 
process and we hoped we would be vot-
ing on today in this final conference re-
port. 

But today we are faced with a bill 
which we cannot amend, which we 
must either accept or reject; and, 
sadly, despite all the efforts, all the 
earnest efforts of my colleagues, I must 
vote against it because it does not pro-
vide the kind of assistance that is nec-
essary for the farmers of my State and 
my region. 

Of the $8.7 billion in emergency farm 
relief in the appropriations bill, only 
$1.2 billion is set aside for all disasters 
declared by the Secretary of Agri-
culture in 1999. In the Northeast alone, 
our Governors have told us we are fac-
ing nearly $2 billion in total losses. 
And as today’s data indicates, those 
are probably conservative estimates. 
For the Department of Agriculture to 
cover 65 percent of our region’s losses 
alone would cost about $1.3 billion. Yet 
we have only appropriated $1.2 billion 
for the entire country—every region, 
for every natural disaster from Janu-
ary 1 to December 31. 

So as you can see, all of this money 
that is within this bill could easily be 
used in the Northeast, in the Mid-At-
lantic alone, but it will be spread 
throughout the country and, in fact, be 
spread in such a way that my farmers 
will be particularly disadvantaged. 

It is unlikely this $1.2 billion of dis-
aster relief money will be available to 
my farmers until sometime in the mid-
dle of next year because, as the legisla-
tion is written, the Secretary must 
wait until the end of the year to cal-
culate all of the damages throughout 
the country and then begin the cum-
bersome process of proration and dis-
tribution of these funds, which could 
take months. That is another problem 
with the legislation. Not only are there 
insufficient funds available to the 
Northeast, but these funds may not 
come until the middle of next year. 

That is in contrast to what my col-
league from Wisconsin pointed out 

with respect to those farmers who are 
part of the Agricultural Market Tran-
sition Act. There is $5.5 billion there. 
That money will be flowing out imme-
diately. They will get assistance imme-
diately. Not only will they get this as-
sistance, but they will also qualify for 
this $1.2 billion of natural disaster 
money if they suffered their loss 
through a natural disaster. They will 
get essentially two bites of the apple, 
where my farmers in the Northeast will 
get what is left. 

There are many States throughout 
this country that qualify for this dis-
aster program, this $1.2 billion—33 
States, in fact. So there will be a long 
line of farmers who have to be satisfied 
by this insufficient amount of money. 

There are things we could have done, 
I believe we should have done, in addi-
tion to putting more money into the 
natural disaster program so we could 
take care of the real needs of all the 
farmers across the country. 

I had hoped we could have increased 
the Crop Loss Disaster Assistance Pro-
gram, which is something that has 
been helpful in the past. There is also 
a Livestock Feed Assistance Program 
which is also critically important to 
my farmers in the Northeast because 
much of the silage has been lost. In our 
dairy farms particularly, that is a crit-
ical loss. 

We also, as we go forward, should 
think about the structure of the pro-
gram for noninsured crop disaster as-
sistance, the NAP program. There is a 
trigger in that program that requires a 
35-percent areawide loss. Sometimes 
we can’t meet that loss, but, frankly, 
most of the crops in my State are non-
insured. They are strawberries, vegeta-
bles, et cetera. They individually some-
times can’t meet this trigger, and they 
are denied any assistance whatsoever. 
If that program were more flexible, we 
could address some of the concerns we 
are talking about today in terms of in-
sufficient funding. 

In addition to this lack of resources, 
in addition to the unfairness of the dis-
tribution, in addition to the lack of 
timely response to the problems of my 
farmers in the Northeast and Rhode Is-
land, there is also the issue of the dairy 
compact. Failing to extend this under-
cuts a program that was working, a 
program that provided not only sup-
port to the dairy industry in my State 
but, frankly, provided consumers with 
milk at reasonable prices. It also pro-
vided tremendous environmental ben-
efit to the State of Rhode Island and 
other States because of the pressure of 
development, particularly in the 
Northeast. Many of these dairy farms, 
given the choice of producing at a loss 
each year or selling out to developers, 
will sell out. In Rhode Island, the little 
green space we have becomes less and 
less and less. 

For all these reasons, I must oppose 
this legislation. I hope in the remain-
ing days of this session we can, in fact, 
find ways and other legislative vehi-
cles, perhaps even a supplemental, to 
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direct assistance to the farmers 
throughout this country, including 
farmers in the Northeast, particularly 
in my home State of Rhode Island. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
Senator from Minnesota, Mr. GRAMS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota is 
recognized. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I will 
talk a few minutes this morning in 
support of the Ashcroft amendment to 
the Agriculture appropriations bill 
dealing with sanctions. I know this Ag-
riculture appropriations bill covers 
many areas, including dairy, as we just 
heard our colleague from Rhode Island 
discuss. I have a different view, of 
course, on the dairy situation. I hope 
to have more on that in another state-
ment that will also be entered into the 
RECORD in regard to the Agriculture 
appropriations bill. 

I was disappointed the conferees de-
cided to drop the Ashcroft Food and 
Medicine for the World amendment 
added by 70 Senators to the Senate Ag 
appropriations bill. I am a cosponsor of 
the bill to be introduced by Senator 
ASHCROFT and the cosponsors of his 
amendment. While I would prefer this 
bill addressed all unilateral sanctions, 
not just food and medicine, I strongly 
support the bill as a good start to re-
forming our sanctions policy. As a co-
sponsor of the Lugar Sanctions Reform 
Act, I believe it is long overdue that 
the administration and the Congress 
think before we sanction. 

it makes no sense to punish the peo-
ple of a country with which we have a 
dispute. Denying food and medicine 
does nothing to penalize the leaders of 
any country. Government leaders can 
always obtain adequate food and medi-
cine, but people suffer under these 
sanctions, whether they are multilat-
eral or unilateral. Those two areas 
should never be a part of any sanction. 

At the same time our farmers suffer 
from the lingering effects of the Asian 
financial crisis as well as those in 
other areas of the world, we either 
have, or are debating, sanctions that 
further restrict markets for our farm-
ers and medical supply companies. 
Since most of our sanctions are unilat-
eral, it makes no sense to deny our 
farmers and workers important mar-
kets when those sales are made by our 
allies. I need not remind any of you 
that we are still experiencing the after-
math of the Soviet grain embargo of 
the early 1980’s when the United States 
earned a reputation as an unreliable 
supplier. 

Another example of how we have 
harmed our farmers is the Cuban em-
bargo. I have for several years sup-
ported Senator DODD’s Cuba food and 
medicine bill, similar to this proposal. 
For 40 years this policy was aimed at 
removing Fidel Castro—yet he is still 
there. This is a huge market for mid-

western farmers, yet it is shut off to us 
for no good reason. Because Cuba has 
fiscal problems, many of its people are 
experiencing hardship. Those who have 
relationships with Cuban-Americans 
receive financial support, but those 
who don’t have relatives here need ac-
cess to scarce food and medical sup-
plies. Higher shipping costs from other 
import sources has restricted the vol-
ume of food that can be imported. Yet 
here we are 90 miles away. We could 
help these people, but we cannot. It is 
time to develop more contact with the 
Cuban people and time to help those 
who do not have relatives in the United 
States. This bill does not aid the gov-
ernment, as United States guarantees 
can only be provided through NGOs and 
the private sector. Currently, dona-
tions are permitted, as well as sales of 
medicine, but they are very bureau-
cratically difficult to obtain, and they 
don’t help everyone. Our farmers are in 
a good position to help and they should 
be allowed to do so. 

I applaud Senators ASHCROFT and 
HAGEL and many others for there work 
to ensure farmers and medical compa-
nies will not be held hostage to those 
who believe sanctions can make a dif-
ference. Any administration would 
have to get Congressional approval for 
any food and medicine sanction. This is 
our best opportunity to help farmers 
and to show the world we are reliable 
suppliers. I urge the support of my col-
leagues for this long overdue legisla-
tion. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, seeing 

no Senators seeking recognition, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
charged equally among all sides to the 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
Senator from Wyoming, Mr. THOMAS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming is 
recognized for as much time as he may 
consume. 

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I thank the chairman 

of the Appropriations Committee for 
the work that has been done on both 
sides. I know this is a very difficult 
issue, one about which Members have 
very different ideas concerning resolu-
tion. I do appreciate the work that has 
been done. 

Certainly, one of the things that has 
occurred and has an impact on what we 
are talking about today has been the 
difficult times we are having in agri-
culture. In my State of Wyoming, we 
have basically three areas of economic 

activity. This is one of the three; min-
erals is the other. Both have not been 
good lately. Fortunately, there are 
some signs of improvement, particu-
larly in the livestock area, which is of 
course the most important part of Wy-
oming’s agriculture. 

I come to the floor to talk about 
what we need to do in the long run. We 
are talking in this bill about a great 
deal of fairly short-term remedies. I 
don’t argue with those particularly. I 
guess maybe we have spent a little 
more money than we should, used the 
emergency technique for some things 
that probably are not bona fide emer-
gencies. On the other hand, we have a 
great deal to do in our community in 
agriculture and all that needs to be 
done. 

No one doubts the urgency of pro-
viding the short-term relief, whether it 
be from emergencies in weather, from 
emergencies in markets, or whether it 
be other kinds. 

But the fact is that this, in my view, 
is not the long-term solution to the 
problems we have. Producers in Wyo-
ming generally do not favor returning 
to the Government farm programs. I 
think they would much prefer the idea 
of being in the marketplace, producing 
for the marketplace, developing new 
markets. 

We had an agricultural seminar in 
our State recently, and those were the 
things that were talked about—that we 
do need to develop markets; we need 
overseas markets because we are great 
producers. We produce efficiently and 
at good prices. But in order to do that, 
we have to continue to develop mar-
kets. I think we have to, in addition, 
reduce the kinds of restrictions that 
prohibit the sort of production we 
choose. So we need to follow up, and I 
think many of the agricultural leaders 
in the Senate believe we have some 
things we have to do to make Freedom 
to Farm work. Those are the things we 
must do in following up to make that 
marketplace work. 

One of them, of course, is to reduce 
unfair trade barriers throughout the 
world. We have a great many of those, 
and probably the most pressing one is 
the European Union, where they have 
found various ways through tariff bar-
riers, or nontariff barriers, to keep ag-
ricultural products in the country 
moving—beef, for example, which is 
important to me and others. 

We have a great opportunity, as we 
go forward with the WTO meetings in 
Seattle soon, to take to that meeting 
the kinds of things that are important 
to us. I happen to be involved as chair-
man of the subcommittee on Asia and 
the Pacific rim. So I have been in-
volved with some of the countries with 
which we deal to a great extent. 

Japan has a 40-percent tariff on 
American beef. This is not a realistic 
thing to do. If we are going to have 
trade organizations and trade treaties 
that are designed to level the playing 
field and be fair, those kinds of things 
should not happen. We have some op-
portunities in China, as a matter of 
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fact, where they moved this summer to 
suggest they would take more wheat 
and also more beef. So we have some 
great opportunities to do that. We just 
this week had some hearings with re-
spect to the NAFTA treaty with Can-
ada. In this instance, we had some 
hearings before the International 
Trade Commission to seek enforcement 
of those trade agreements. 

So what I am saying, of course, is 
that these are the kinds of things, over 
the long term, that we have to do to 
cause American agriculture to produce 
for the market and to be able to 
produce from that market a reasonable 
price. We can do that. 

Unilateral sanctions. We have had a 
great deal of talk and discussion about 
unilateral sanctions. I think most peo-
ple would agree that unilateral sanc-
tions are not an effective tool for for-
eign policy. Basically, what we do is 
bar our own producers from selling in 
those particular places and gain no ad-
vantage from it. If there have to be 
sanctions, they certainly ought not to 
be unilateral. They should be through 
some kind of a trade organization. 

So that, coupled with enforcement, I 
believe, of trade agreements is some-
thing that agricultural people are very 
anxious about. Obviously, foreign trade 
is not the only remedy, but it is one of 
the major ones. It was unfortunate 
that at the time we were moving into 
the marketplace in agriculture, we had 
the currency crisis in Asia, a place 
where we have a potential for great 
markets. Of course, now, hopefully, the 
Asian market is strengthening and we 
will find we will be able to move back 
there again. 

As I mentioned, foreign trade is not 
the only remedy and not the only issue 
on which we ought to be working. I 
think we have to have some other inno-
vative avenues to spur market com-
petition. I think one of them that, 
again, was talked about at our seminar 
in Wyoming was producer-owned co-
operatives that move on through to the 
retail marketing of these products. 

I think it is pretty clear, particularly 
in the case of beef—or at least it is 
very appropriate there—where you had 
a major reduction in the price received 
by producers but no reduction in the 
retail market, no reduction in the gro-
cery store when you went there—so 
there is some sort of a problem in be-
tween. We think producer-owned co-
operatives may be a way to do the 
processing and to ensure that, indeed, 
producers are given their fair share of 
the final product. Another is niche 
marketing. A great number of things 
are taking place on the Internet, where 
people are marketing products in spe-
cialties areas. 

I think we need to look at the con-
centration of packers, where there are 
only two or three packers that handle 
80 to 85 percent of the livestock. I 
think there are some similarities in 
the grain industry, where very few buy-
ers are available to go into the market-
place. So you have to ask the question, 

Is there, indeed, a competitive, fair 
marketplace? We have the Packers and 
Stockyard Act which is designed to do 
that. Over the years, we have appealed 
to the Justice Department a number of 
times to look at whether there was, in-
deed, a monopoly factor. They have 
said that, under the law, there is not. 
Not everybody agrees with that. Never-
theless, that has been the result. 

We are going to, I think sometime 
this week, introduce a proposition that 
would have to do with packers’ owner-
ship of livestock and see if we can do 
something about reducing the poten-
tial for monopolies so the market 
prices are there. In this bill, I think 
there is a market-price-revealing re-
quirement that is very important. 

Financial solvency, of course, for ag-
riculture is always difficult. 

Crop insurance. The Senator who is 
presiding at this time continues to do a 
great deal with crop insurance, and we 
need to do that—at least from the 
weather emergency standpoint. That is 
the kind of thing that needs to be in 
place to protect the investment of 
farmers. In the form of tax relief, we 
have tried to do some things to extend 
income averaging. As you can under-
stand, because some years are good and 
some are not, there needs to be the 
ability to income average. 

There is interest in estate taxes. 
Most agricultural people have their es-
tate in property, and they make very 
little profit often, but it accumulates 
toward their estate under the cir-
cumstances, and after they get beyond 
the exemption of 55 percent, that es-
tate has to be paid in taxes. That is ex-
tremely difficult for agriculture. So we 
are going to be doing some things 
there. 

Regulatory relief is particularly im-
portant in States such as ours, where 
50 percent of the land belongs to the 
Federal Government, where much of 
agricultural activity, particularly live-
stock, is carried on, on public lands. 
The restrictions sometimes are very 
difficult. 

So I am pleased we are going forward 
with this bill. As is the case with 
many, it probably isn’t the way I would 
do it if I were in charge. But I am not 
in charge, nor is anyone else. So when 
you put it all together, it is difficult. I 
think the committee has done the best 
they could and has done a good job, but 
we need to focus on the long-term pros-
perity in agriculture, the family farm. 
We need to focus on continuing to keep 
U.S. producers competitive in the 
world market and, finally, opening 
those markets throughout the world 
for our agricultural products on a fair 
basis, so we are not kept out of those 
markets by nontariff barriers, and, in 
addition, of course, to develop domesti-
cally the things we do. 

So, again, I say to the chairman, the 
Senator from Mississippi, good job. He 
has worked very hard in doing this, and 
we are pleased that this bill will be 
sent to the White House. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Min-
nesota is recognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let 
me, first of all, repeat what I said on 
the floor yesterday, which is that I am 
going to support this emergency pack-
age, both the financial emergency 
package and the disaster relief emer-
gency package. 

I am going to do so because, may I 
say for the Record, Tracy Beckman 
tells me this will mean $620 million in 
AMTA payments to Minnesota, and 
this will be important for some 60,000- 
plus producers. I hasten to add that 
most of this money to farmers will end 
up being used to pay back bankers. 

I also am going to support this be-
cause I want to get some assistance out 
there. I don’t think we are going to 
have enough with this $8.7 billion pack-
age. I don’t think there is enough for 
disaster relief. 

Clearly, our farmers in the Northeast 
are saying we don’t figure in. And in 
northwest Minnesota where we have 
had so much wet weather and some 
farmers haven’t been able to get a crop 
in or much of a crop in, I fear there 
won’t be enough assistance. 

But I think that when we are at least 
talking about something we can pass. 
We need to get this to the President 
and have President sign it in order to 
get some of this financial assistance 
out to our communities within the 
next couple of weeks. For this reason, 
I am going to support it. I also want to 
say that I hope to have to never vote 
for such a package again. 

I believe these disaster relief bills are 
becoming a disaster. I think they are a 
complicated way of acknowledging the 
fact that we have a failed agricultural 
policy. Who would ever have dreamed 
that we would have spent over $19 bil-
lion now to keep farmers going post- 
Freedom to Farm bill. This doesn’t 
make a lot of sense. 

The producers in my State, the farm-
ers in my State, much less the rural 
communities, the small businesses that 
are affected by this, the implement 
dealers, and those who sell tools all 
say: What we want is a decent price. 

I want to make it real clear that I 
wish—though I appreciate the work, I 
don’t think there is any Senator on the 
floor who has any unkind words to say 
about Senator COCHRAN, publicly or 
privately, because I think he is held in 
such high regard—I wish we were doing 
this through a somewhat different 
mechanism because I fear that too 
much of the support will be in reverse 
relation to need. I think we will have 
yet another supplementary emergency 
package to deal with, especially dis-
aster relief because there is not enough 
in here. 

In any case, we ought to deal with 
the root of the problem. The family 
farmers in my State of Minnesota and 
in the rural communities that have 
been so affected by this economic con-
vulsion in agriculture—it is a depres-
sion in agriculture—I want to see a 
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new policy. The Freedom to Farm bill 
has become the ‘‘freedom to fail’’ bill. 
I do not hear very many Senators talk-
ing any longer about staying the 
course. We have to change the course 
of agricultural policy. 

I make a plea on floor of the Senate 
that before we finish, before we ad-
journ, before we leave Washington, be-
fore we go back to our States, we pass 
legislation to change farm policy; that 
we pass some legislation to deal with 
the price crisis; that we pass legisla-
tion to give our farmers and our pro-
ducers some leverage in the market-
place so they can make a decent price 
and so they can support their families. 

The plea or the cry in rural America 
from family farmers is nothing more 
than to say for all you people who be-
lieve there should be a family wage, or 
a living wage, and a parent or parents 
ought to be able to make enough of a 
wage to support their families, well, 
those of us who produce the food and 
the fiber for families in this country 
ask for the same thing. 

That is what this is all about. 
I want to translate this crisis in per-

sonal terms. 
Lynn Jostock is a Waseca, MN, dairy 

farmer. He tells his story: 
I have four children. My 11-year-old son Al 

helps my husband and I by doing chores. But 
it often is too much to expect of someone so 
young. For instance, one day our son came 
home from school. His father asked Al for 
some help driving the tractor to another 
farm about 3 miles away. Al was going to 
come home right afterward. But he wound up 
helping his father cut hay. Then he helped 
rake hay. Then he helped bale hay. My son 
did not return home until 9:30 p.m. He had 
not yet eaten supper. He had not yet done his 
schoolwork. We don’t have other help. The 
price we get at the farm gate isn’t enough to 
allow us to hire any farmhands or to help our 
community by providing more jobs. And it 
isn’t fair to ask your 11-year-old son to work 
so hard to keep the family going. When will 
he burn out? How will he ever want to farm? 

Gary Wilson, an Odin farmer, says: 
Received the church newsletter in the 

mail. What’s normally to the entire con-
gregation had been addressed to only farm-
ers. The newsletter said farmers should quit 
farming if it was not profitable. If larger, 
corporate-style farms were the way to turn a 
profit, the independent farmers should let go 
and find something else to do. ‘‘What he 
doesn’t understand is that the farmers are 
his congregation. If we go, he won’t have a 
church.’’ 

Oh, how right Gary Wilson is. 
The point is, if we continue with this 

failed policy, we are going to lose a 
generation of producers. We are going 
to see this convulsion in agriculture 
play out to the point where we have a 
few large conglomerates that control 
all phases of the food industry. Believe 
me, if you have just a few landowners 
versus a lot of family farmers who live 
and buy in the community and invest 
in the community, there won’t be the 
support for the church. There won’t be 
the support for the synagogue. There 
won’t be the support for the small busi-
ness. There won’t be the support for 
the school system. 

Darrel Mosel is a Gaylord farmer. 
Farming for 18 years. When he started 

farming in Sibley County, which is one of 
Minnesota’s largest agricultural counties, 
there were 4 implement dealers in Gaylord, 
the county seat. Today, there are none. 
There’s not even an implement dealer in all 
of Sibley County. The same thing has hap-
pened to feed stores and grain elevators. 
Since the farm policies of the 1980s and the 
resulting reduction in prices, farmers don’t 
buy new equipment they either use baling 
wire to hold things together or quit. ‘‘The 
farm houses have people in them but they 
don’t farm. There’s something wrong with 
that.’’ 

That is a direct quote from Darrel. 
John Doe—this is a farmer who wants 

to remain anonymous: 
This family has gone through a divorce and 

the father and three children are operating 
the farm. The father has taken an off farm 
job to make payments to the bank and has 
his 12 year old son and 14 year old daughter 
are operating the farming operation, unas-
sisted while he is away at work. The neigh-
bors have threatened to turn him in to 
human services for child abandonment and 
so he had to have his 18 year old daughter 
quit work and stay at home to watch the two 
younger children. 

The 12 year old boy is working heavy farm 
equipment, mostly alone. He is driving these 
big machines and can hardly reach the 
clutch on the tractor. It’s this or lose the 
farm. 

I could go on and on, but I will not. 
I want to repeat what I have said, 
which is that I am going to support 
this emergency assistance package. 
But all it does, at best, is enable farm-
ers to live to farm another day. The 
truth of the matter is it isn’t going to 
help the farmers who it needs to help 
the most. 

In addition, I am going to support it 
because at least it gets some assistance 
to some families. It doesn’t do any-
thing for the small businesses. Most 
important of all, farmers simply will 
not have any future. 

Ken and Lois Schaefer from 
Greenwald, MN, will not receive much 
assistance. Ken and Lois are one of the 
few small, independent hog operations 
still remaining, with roughly 400 hogs. 
They raise feeder hogs and sows. Lois 
has an off-farm job to make ends meet. 
Ken is considering an additional job. 
This is common. People who farm have 
jobs off the farm; it is unbelievable 
stress on the family. There is no choice 
if they are to survive. 

A recent hog operation opened near 
the Schaefer farm and is seeking em-
ployees. Ken’s neighbor started work-
ing part time for the hog factory. Ken 
and Lois will not receive much assist-
ance; there is not near enough live-
stock assistance. However, Ken and 
Lois do not necessarily want assist-
ance. What they want is a decent price 
for their hogs. 

They ask the question: How can it be 
that we as hog producers are facing ex-
tinction and these packers are in hog 
heaven? How can it be that we as hog 
producers are facing extinction and the 
IBPs and the Cargills and the ConAgras 
are making record profits? 

Several weeks ago, I spoke about the 
crisis that is ravaging rural America. I 

told my colleagues about farmers I vis-
ited in Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, 
South Dakota, and Texas. Today, I 
want to talk about why there is this 
convulsion, why every month more and 
more family farms are put on the auc-
tion block; why every month more and 
more family farmers are forced to give 
up their way of life; why they lose 
their work; why they are losing their 
hope; and why they are sometimes los-
ing their communities. 

We ought to act now. I have said to 
the majority leader three or four times 
that I want an opportunity to bring to 
the floor of the Senate some legislation 
that will alleviate the suffering. I want 
to talk about this today. I want the op-
portunity to have an up-or-down vote 
on a moratorium on any further merg-
ers or acquisition of any huge agri-
business. We have a frightening con-
centration of market power. These big 
conglomerates have muscled their way 
to the dinner table and are driving out 
family farmers. At the very minimum, 
we can put into effect the moratorium 
and have a study so over the next 18 
months we can come up with legisla-
tion while this moratorium is in place 
that will put some competition and 
free enterprise back into the food in-
dustry, giving our family farmers, our 
producers, a fighting chance. 

Several weeks ago I spoke on the 
floor at some length about the crisis 
that is ravaging rural America today. I 
told my colleagues about some of the 
farmers I’ve visited with in Minnesota, 
in Iowa, in Texas, and around the coun-
try who are on the brink of financial 
disaster because of record low farm 
prices. 

Farmers from all around the country 
were in Washington, DC, that week be-
cause they know that the future of the 
family farm is at stake. Every month, 
more and more family farms are put on 
the auction block. Every month, more 
and more family farmers are being 
forced to give up their life’s work, their 
homes, and their communities. We 
must act now. 

In Minnesota, about 6,500 farmers are 
expected to go out of business this 
year. That’s about eight percent of all 
farmers in my state. In northwest Min-
nesota, which has been hit especially 
hard by this crisis, about 11 percent are 
expected to go under. An August 1999 
survey of Minnesota County Emer-
gency Boards reported that more Min-
nesota farmers are quitting or retiring 
with fewer farmers taking their place; 
more Minnesota farm families are hav-
ing to rely on non-farm income to stay 
afloat; and the number of Minnesota 
farmers leaving the land will continue 
to increase unless and until farm prices 
improve. We must act now. 

Today I want to take a step back and 
look at the larger picture. I want to ex-
amine what is going on in American 
agriculture and why; what it means for 
farmers and for us as a society; and, 
most importantly, what we can do 
about it. 

I want to talk about record low farm 
prices. I want to talk about record high 
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levels of market concentration and the 
absence of effective competition in al-
most every major commodity market. 
I want to talk about the failure of our 
antitrust enforcement authorities to 
do much of anything about this. 

I want to talk about the need for 
Congress to take immediate action to 
restore competitive markets in agri-
culture and give farmers more equal 
bargaining power against corporate ag-
ribusiness. And I also want to make 
the case for a moratorium on large ag-
ribusiness mergers and acquisitions, ef-
fective immediately, which I have re-
cently proposed along with Senator 
DORGAN. 

In my travels around Minnesota and 
around the country, I’ve found that 
many people are not even aware of the 
crisis afflicting rural America today. 
Even fewer have any idea to what ex-
tent market concentration and anti- 
competitive practices have substan-
tially eliminated competition in agri-
culture. So let me just start by ticking 
off a few statistics that some of my 
colleagues may find surprising. 

In the past decade and a half, an ex-
plosion of mergers, acquisitions, and 
anti-competitive practices has raised 
concentration in American agriculture 
to record levels. 

The top four pork packers have in-
creased their market share from 36 per-
cent to 57 percent. 

The top four beef packers have ex-
panded their market share from 32 per-
cent to 80 percent. 

The top four flour millers have in-
creased their market share from 40 per-
cent to 62 percent. 

The market share of the top four soy-
bean crushers has jumped from 54 per-
cent to 80 percent. 

The top four turkey processors now 
control 42 percent of production. 

49 percent of all chicken broilers are 
now slaughtered by the four largest 
firms. 

The top four firms control 67 percent 
of ethanol production. 

The top four sheep, poultry, wet 
corn, and dry corn processors now con-
trol 73 percent, 55 percent, 74 percent, 
and 57 percent of the market, respec-
tively. 

The four largest grain buyers control 
nearly 40 percent of elevator facilities. 

By conventional measures, none of 
these markets is really competitive. 
According to the economic literature, 
markets are no longer competitive if 
the top four firms control over 40 per-
cent. In all the markets I just listed, 
the market share of the top four firms 
is 40 percent or more. So there really is 
no effective competition in the proc-
essing markets for pork, beef, chicken, 
turkeys, ethanol, flour, soybean, wet 
corn, dry corn and grain. 

This development is not entirely 
new. In some sectors of agriculture, 
there was already considerable hori-
zontal concentration at the turn of the 
century. Pork and beef slaughtering 
and processing were dominated by Wil-
son, Armour and Swift. That’s why 

Congress passed the Packers and 
Stockyards Act in 1921. 

But now, with this explosion of merg-
ers, acquisitions, joint ventures, mar-
keting agreements, and anti-competi-
tive behavior by the largest firms, 
these and other commodity markets 
are becoming more and more con-
centrated by the day. 

Recently the Justice Department ap-
proved a modified merger between 
Cargill and Continental. Just a few 
weeks ago Smithfield Foods, a major 
meat processor, announced the acquisi-
tion of Murphy Family Farms, a giant 
hog producer. DuPont is buying Pio-
neer Hi-Bred International. ADM is 
buying more and more of IBP. Among 
seed companies and input suppliers, 
there has been more than $15 billion 
worth of combinations in the last three 
years. 

In my hands I have a monthly listing 
of new mergers, acquisitions, and other 
agribusiness deals through March 1999. 
Let me just read a sample of some of 
the headlines to give you a sense of 
how rapidly this concentration is tak-
ing place. March 1999: Dupont to buy 
Pioneer. Farmland-Cenex to discuss 
combining grain operations. Smithfield 
to acquire Carroll’s. 

February 1999: Three California 
dairies preparing for merger. December 
1998: Monsanto completes Dekalb pur-
chase. Smithfield gains control of 
Schneider. Cargill buys Bunge’s Ven-
ezuelan units. November 1998: Cargill 
buys out rival grain operation; deal 
boosts firm’s hold on market. Dow 
Chemical completes purchase of 
Mycogen. IBP buys appetizer business 
in expansion move. And so on. 

The effect of this surge of concentra-
tion is that agribusiness conglomerates 
have increased their bargaining power 
over farmers. When farmers have fewer 
buyers to choose from, they have less 
leverage to get a good price. Anybody 
who has been to an auction knows that 
you get a better price with more bid-
ders. Moreover, when farmers have 
fewer buyers to choose from, agri-
businesses can more easily dictate con-
ditions that farmers have to meet. And 
fewer buyers means farmers often have 
to haul their production longer dis-
tances, driving up their transportation 
costs. 

In addition to this horizontal con-
centration among firms in the same 
line of business, we are also seeing an-
other kind of concentration. It’s called 
vertical integration. Vertical integra-
tion is when one firm expands its con-
trol over the various stages of food pro-
duction, from development of the ani-
mal or plant gene, to production of fer-
tilizer and chemical inputs, to actual 
production, to processing, to mar-
keting and distribution, to the super-
market shelf. 

The poultry industry is already 
vertically integrated, by and large. 95 
percent of all chicken broilers are pro-
duced under production contracts with 
fewer than 40 firms. Now the same 
process is occurring in the pork indus-

try. Pork packers are buying up what’s 
called captive supply—hogs that they 
own or have contracted for under mar-
keting agreements. If these trends con-
tinue, grain and soybean production 
may soon be vertically integrated just 
like poultry. 

The problem with this kind of 
vertical concentration is that it de-
stroys competitive markets. Potential 
competitors often never know the sale 
price for goods at any point in the 
process. That’s because there never is a 
sale price until the consumer makes 
the final purchase, since nothing is 
being sold outside the integrated firm. 
It’s hard to have effective competition 
if prices are not publicly available. 
Today there is essentially no price dis-
covery, and therefore no effective com-
petition, for chicken feed, day old 
chicks, live chicken broilers, turkeys 
and eggs. If vertical integration of pork 
and dairy continues at the current 
pace, we can expect much the same in 
those industries. 

Vertical concentration stacks the 
deck against farmers, as we can see 
clearly in the case of the rapidly con-
solidating hog industry. An April 1999 
report by the Minnesota Land Steward-
ship Project found that: 

Packers’ practice of acquiring captive sup-
plies through contracts and direct ownership 
is reducing the number of opportunities for 
small- and medium-sized farmers to sell 
their hogs; 

With fewer buyers and more captive sup-
ply, there is less competition for independent 
farmers’ hogs and insufficient market infor-
mation regarding price; and 

Lower prices result. 

Even the USDA’s Western Corn Belt 
hog procurement study showed price 
discrimination against smaller farm-
ers. Smaller farmers were paid lower 
base prices, lower premiums, and they 
were given little or no access to long- 
term marketing contracts. 

The combined effect of these two dif-
ferent kinds of concentration is to put 
enormous market power in the hands 
of a handful of global agribusiness gi-
ants. Not only do these conglomerates 
dominate processing for all the major 
commodities, but the same firms ap-
pear among the top four or five proc-
essors for several different commod-
ities. ConAgra, for example, is among 
the Top Four for beef, pork, turkeys, 
sheep, and seafood, and it’s number five 
for chicken broilers. To make matters 
worse, many of these firms are 
vertically integrated. Cargill, for ex-
ample, is among the Top Four firms 
trading grain, producing animal feed, 
feeding hogs and beef, and processing 
hogs and beef. 

Farmers clearly see the connection 
between this concentration and lower 
farm prices. Leland Swensen, president 
of the National Farmers Union, re-
cently testified that 

The increasing level of market concentra-
tion, with the resulting lack of competition 
in the marketplace, is one of the top con-
cerns of farmers and ranchers. At most farm 
and ranch meetings, market concentration 
ranks as either the first or second in priority 
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of issues of concern. Farmers and ranchers 
believe that lack of competition is a key fac-
tor in the low commodity prices they are re-
ceiving. 

Well, no wonder. How else can you 
explain the record profits that the 
large agribusiness conglomerates are 
racking up, at the same time low prices 
are causing a depression for family 
farmers? IBP’s earnings in 1998, for ex-
ample, were up 62 percent. In the sec-
ond quarter of this year, they were up 
a whopping 126 percent. Packing 
plants, food processors and retailers 
are all reporting record profits. 

While corporate agribusiness grows 
fat, farmers are facing lean times. The 
commodity price index is the lowest 
since 1987. Hog prices are at their low-
est since 1972. Cotton and soybean 
prices are the lowest they’ve been since 
the early 1970s. Feed grain prices are 
the lowest they’ve been since the mid- 
1980s. Food grain prices are at the low-
est levels since the early 1990s. Agricul-
tural income in the mid-Western states 
is predicted to fall between 15 and 60 
percent this year. 

Current prices are so low that many 
family farmers are lucky to stay in 
business. Market prices are lower than 
their cost of production. The value of 
field crops is expected to be more than 
24 percent lower in 1999 than it was in 
1996—42 percent lower for wheat, 39 per-
cent lower for corn, and 26 percent 
lower for soybeans. But farmers’ ex-
penses aren’t falling by the same 
amount. In fact, they’re not falling at 
all. Farmers can’t cash flow if their 
selling prices are falling through the 
floor while their buying prices are 
shooting through the roof. 

It all comes down to market power. 
Corporate agribusinesses are using 
their market power to lower prices, 
without passing those price savings on 
to consumers. The gap between what 
consumers pay for food and what farm-
ers get paid is growing wider. Accord-
ing to the USDA, the so-called farm-to- 
retail price spread—the difference be-
tween the farm value and the retail 
price of food—rose 4.7 percent in 1997. 
From 1984 to 1998, prices paid to farm-
ers fell 36 percent, while consumer food 
prices actually increased by 3 percent. 

In other words, the farmer’s share of 
farm profit is falling. The farmer share 
of every retail dollar has fallen from 50 
percent in 1952 to 25 percent today. By 
the same token, the profit share of 
farm input, marketing, and processing 
companies is rising. The agribusiness 
conglomerates claim that this is be-
cause they’re putting more ‘‘added 
value’’ into food products. Actually, it 
looks like they’re taking additional 
value out. 

Some people have blamed low farm 
prices on other factors, such as declin-
ing exports. That’s a big debate that 
will have to wait for another day. But 
let me just say this. We can hardly ex-
pect export growth to translate into 
higher prices for American farmers if 
the multinational agribusinesses still 
have enough bargaining power to keep 
farm prices down. 

As Jim Braun, a third-generation 
Iowa farmer, wrote recently, ‘‘Unfortu-
nately, increased exports do not nec-
essarily mean more money for farmers. 
IBP has doubled exports since 1990 and 
quadrupled profits in 1998, while it de-
stroyed family farmers by paying 
below Depression-era prices for hogs. If 
Cargill, ConAgra, or ADM, the three 
major grain processors and exporters, 
could sell corn overseas for $20 per 
bushel, they could still pay American 
farmers below the cost of production 
simply because they have the power to 
do so.’’ 

What we do know for sure is that low 
farm prices are driving thousands of 
farmers into bankruptcy, and con-
centration is helping to depress prices. 
That’s reason enough why we should 
take immediate action to address the 
problem of concentration. But there 
are plenty of other reasons why we 
should be concerned about concentra-
tion in agriculture. 

First of all, concentration is bad for 
the environment. When large-scale cor-
porate feedlots replace family-size 
farms, they create large amounts of 
waste in a relatively small space. That 
puts enormous strain on the local ecol-
ogy. The lower prices resulting from 
unequal bargaining power also put 
pressure on farmers to abandon careful 
soil and water conservation practices. 

There’s another reason why we 
should be concerned about concentra-
tion in agriculture. The price effects of 
unequal bargaining power are tremen-
dously destructive of community and 
family values. This connection was 
made explicit in an infamous 1962 re-
port by the Committee for Economic 
Development, whose members included 
some of the biggest food companies. 

Amazingly, the Committee had this 
to say about community and family 
values. They recommended investment 
‘‘in projects that break up village life 
by drawing people to centers of em-
ployment away from the village . . . 
because village life is a major source of 
opposition to change.’’ They went on to 
say, ‘‘Where there are religious obsta-
cles to modern economic progress, the 
religion may have to be taken less seri-
ously or its character changed.’’ 

So the largest agribusinesses were 
afraid that ‘‘village life’’ and religion 
would stand in the way of modern eco-
nomic progress. But what exactly did 
they mean by the term ‘‘modern eco-
nomic progress″? It turns out they 
meant the bankruptcy and forced emi-
gration of two million farmers. That’s 
what their report recommended. These 
agribusiness giants were advocating 
lower price supports for farmers in 
order to lower farm prices. And the pri-
mary benefits of lowering farm prices, 
they argued, would be to lower input 
prices for the food companies, to in-
crease foreign trade, and to depress 
wage levels by putting two million 
farmers out of business and dumping 
them into the urban labor pool. 

There’s a third reason why we should 
be concerned about concentration in 

agriculture. As the Committee for Eco-
nomic Development report makes 
clear, this concentration is harmful to 
the economic development of rural 
communities. It’s been estimated that 
when a farm goes under, three to five 
jobs are destroyed. For every six farm 
failures, one rural business shuts down. 

The reason is pretty simple. When 
production is controlled by more non- 
local corporations, profits don’t get re-
invested in the community. When fam-
ily businesses operate local farms, ele-
vators, and grocery stores, they plough 
profits right back into other local busi-
nesses. Those revenues circulate lo-
cally three or four times, creating 
what’s called a multiplier effect. But 
there’s no multiplier effect when non- 
local corporations drain profits out of 
the community. Rural communities be-
come little more than a source of cheap 
labor inputs for agribusiness multi-
nationals—to be purchased as cheaply 
as possible in competition with low- 
wage labor overseas. 

Obviously, this kind of concentration 
is not good for the social and economic 
health of rural communities. According 
to the Nebraska Center for Rural Af-
fairs, virtually all researchers have 
found that social conditions deterio-
rate in rural communities when farm 
size and absentee ownership increase. 
Studies have shown that communities 
surrounded by large corporate farms 
suffer from greater income polariza-
tion—with a few wealthy elites, a ma-
jority of poor laborers, and virtually no 
middle class. The tax base shrinks and 
the quantity and quality of their public 
services, public education, and local 
government declines. 

John Crabtree of the Center for Rural 
Affairs sums it up this way: ‘‘Replacing 
mid-size farms with big farms reduces 
middle-class entrepreneurial opportu-
nities in farm communities, at best re-
placing them with wage labor. . . . A 
system of economically viable, owner- 
operated family farms contributed 
more to communities than systems 
characterized by inequality and large 
numbers of farm laborers with below- 
average incomes and little ownership 
or control of productive assets.’’ He 
concludes that ‘‘Societies in which in-
come, wealth, and power are more equi-
tably distributed are generally 
healthier than those in which they are 
highly concentrated.’’ 

I think this last point is true not 
only of rural communities, but of our 
country as a whole. ‘‘Societies in which 
income, wealth, and power are more eq-
uitably distributed are generally 
healthier than those in which they are 
highly concentrated.’’ In other words, 
we all do better when we all do better. 
When we have a thriving middle class, 
including a thriving family farm sec-
tor, our economy performs better. Our 
democracy functions better. 

The idea that concentrations of 
wealth, of economic power, and of po-
litical power are unhealthy for our de-
mocracy is a theme that runs through-
out American history, from Thomas 
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Jefferson to Andrew Jackson to the 
Progressive Era to the New Deal. But 
this idea was perhaps most forcefully 
expressed by the People’s Party of the 
late 1800s, sometimes called the Popu-
lists. 

The People’s Party embodied popular 
disgust with rampant monopolization 
and concentration of economic and po-
litical power. The Populist platform 
from the 1892 nominating convention in 
Omaha declared, ‘‘The fruits of the toil 
of millions are boldly stolen to build up 
colossal fortunes for a few, unprece-
dented in the history of mankind.’’ 
People’s Party founder Tom Watson 
thundered, ‘‘The People’s Party is the 
protest of the plundered against the 
plunderers.’’ 

In the Gilded Age of the late 1800s 
and the Progressive Era of the early 
1900s, the danger of concentrated eco-
nomic power was widely recognized and 
hotly debated. The Populists argued 
that a free and democratic society can-
not prosper with such concentration of 
power and inequalities of wealth. As 
the great Supreme Court Justice Louis 
Brandeis said, ‘‘We can have democracy 
in this country, or we can have wealth 
in the hands of a few. We can’t have 
both.’’ 

The Populists were reacting to a con-
centration of wealth, economic power, 
and political power that was remark-
ably similar to what we’ve experienced 
in the late 1900s. Today, despite wage 
gains for low-income workers over the 
past couple years, inequality in Amer-
ica has reached record levels. 

According to reports by the Center 
on Budget and Policy Priorities and 
the Economic Policy Institute, the gap 
between rich and poor is greater today 
than at any time since the Great 
Depression. CBO data shows that after- 
tax income is more heavily con-
centrated among the richest one per-
cent of the population than it has been 
since 1977. CBO projects that in 1999 the 
richest 1 percent of Americans (2.7 mil-
lion people) will receive as much after- 
tax income as the poorest 38 percent 
(100 million people) put together. 

At the same time, we are witnessing 
the biggest wave of mergers and eco-
nomic concentration since the late 
1800s. Not only in agriculture, but in 
media and communications, banking, 
health care, airlines, energy, hi-tech, 
defense, you name it. There were 4,728 
reportable mergers in 1998, compared to 
3,087 in 1993; 1,529 in 1991; and a mere 
804 in 1980. And as Joel Klein, head of 
Justice Department’s Antitrust Divi-
sion, has pointed out, the value of last 
year’s mergers equaled the combined 
value of all mergers from 1990 through 
1996 put together. 

Former Speaker Newt Gingrich, the 
political scientist E. J. Dionne, and the 
philosopher Michael Sandel, among 
others, have all drawn parallels be-
tween the conditions of today and the 
heyday of monopoly power in the 19th 
Century. In the Gilded Age, the welfare 
of farmers, rural communities, and 
small businesses was sacrificed for the 

economic interests of burgeoning bank, 
railroad, and grain monopolies. Today, 
the welfare and future of our family 
farmers and rural communities is being 
sacrificed to the economic interests of 
near-monopoly global agribusiness. 

While the Sherman Act was written 
by a Republican senator and signed 
into law by a Republican president, in 
1896 William McKinley and the Repub-
licans openly sided with the titans of 
industry and decided to write off rural 
America. They felt that the ‘‘social re-
formers, agrarian rebels, church lead-
ers, and others who challenged the au-
thority of the industrial giants’’ were 
being hopelessly sentimental, as E.J. 
Dionne puts it. The McKinley Repub-
licans presumed that monopoly inter-
ests were on the right side of history, 
of economic progress, and of civiliza-
tion. 

Interestingly enough, Populist de-
mands were initially rebuffed with 
many of the same arguments that have 
become conventional wisdom today. 
The Populists were told that monopoly 
power was the legitimate outcome of 
free markets, that concentration was 
the inevitable result of technological 
progress, that concentration rep-
resented economic efficiency, and that 
there were no viable alternatives. 

These arguments are no truer today 
than they were at the turn of the cen-
tury. The current trend towards con-
centration in agriculture is not the 
product of the ‘‘free market,’’ nor of 
Adam Smith’s invisible hand. For 
starters, with no effective competition 
in the major commodity markets, 
these can hardly be held up as models 
of free market competition. What they 
really stand for is market failure. 

In any event, these near-monopolies 
were not created by the free market at 
all. They were created by government, 
just like the railroad monopolies of the 
19th century. Instead of Adam Smith’s 
invisible hand, we are seeing the hand 
of multinational food conglomerates, 
in the words of Iowa farmer Jim Braun, 
‘‘acting inside the glove of govern-
ment.’’ 

The role of government in creating 
and fostering these monopolies is prob-
ably most obvious in the context of in-
tellectual property rights, such as pat-
ents and copyrights. These are monop-
olies by definition. The whole point of 
intellectual property protection is to 
prevent competition. Without that pat-
ent protection, there would be a lot 
more companies selling seed and other 
inputs to the farmer, there would be a 
lot more competition, and the farmer 
would pay much lower prices. And be-
cause of that protection, intellectual 
property rights generate outsized prof-
its and market power. 

My point is not that these patent 
protections are a good thing or a bad 
thing. The answer will probably depend 
on a lot of different factors in each par-
ticular case. My point is that they are 
not an example of the free market at 
work. On the contrary, these are mo-
nopolies formally granted by the 
government. 

The issue here is not just competi-
tion for the patented goods, but bar-
riers to competition for the entire agri-
business industry. If one of these con-
glomerates engages in high-handed be-
havior, new businesses could normally 
be expected to enter the market and 
steal its market share. But smaller 
competitors can’t enter the market if 
the barriers to entry are too high. And 
intellectual property rights are a 
mighty high barrier. 

In fact, one of the motors driving 
consolidation of agribusiness today is 
biotechnology. Soon biotech companies 
will be able to control the entire food 
production chain with their genetics. 
Already Monsanto, DuPont, and 
Novartis are gobbling up smaller 
biotech companies’ market share, pat-
ent rights, and customer base. And 
biotech patent monopolies on plant and 
animal genomes will be a nearly insur-
mountable barrier to market entry in 
the future. 

Professor Bill Heffernan, who was 
commissioned by the National Farmers 
Union to study these trends, projects 
that the entire agricultural sector will 
soon consolidate into a small number 
of ‘‘food chain clusters,’’ revolving 
around intellectual property firms. The 
number of these clusters will be lim-
ited by the small number of firms with 
intellectual property protection and by 
extremely high barriers to market 
entry. 

A handful of vertically integrated 
food chain clusters are already poised 
to control food production from the 
gene to the supermarket shelf. Pro-
fessor Heffernan identifies three exist-
ing food cluster chains: Cargill-Mon-
santo, ConAgra, and Novartis-ADM. He 
predicts that another two or three will 
eventually develop. Smaller seed firms, 
independent producers and other inde-
pendent businesses will face a di-
lemma. Either they join one of alli-
ances to obtain inputs and sell their 
production, or they go out of business. 

The emergence of these titanic food 
conglomerates is not the inevitable 
outcome of technological progress, but 
of conscious policy choices. Our gov-
ernment-funded research programs, for 
example, have chosen to fund expensive 
technologies that generate greater 
sales for the largest agribusinesses and 
diminish the role of farmers in the pro-
duction of food. 

Government support for private-sec-
tor monopoly over the ‘‘terminator 
gene’’ is a good example of the bias in-
herent in these choices. The termi-
nator gene is a gene that can be in-
serted in plants to make their seeds 
sterile. It forces farmers to buy new 
seeds every year instead of reusing 
their own. 

This is not a neutral technology. It 
raises the income of the seed suppliers 
and intellectual property holders by 
forcing farmers to pay more for seed. 
As Lee Swenson of the National Farm-
ers Union recently has testified, ‘‘Bio-
technology and the terminator gene 
have put the farmer at the mercy of 
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the food cluster for seed to plant crop. 
If the firms in the processing stage of 
the cluster require specific genetic ma-
terial and the farmer cannot get that 
seed, the farmer has no market ac-
cess.’’ Yet this technology was devel-
oped with support from none other 
than the USDA. 

While choosing to invest in tech-
nologies such as the terminator gene, 
the government has generally failed to 
invest in technology that would benefit 
the family farmer. Research dollars 
have not been directed towards tech-
nologies that would reduce farmers’ 
costs for capital or inputs, for example, 
or help them produce higher value 
products. Dr. Neil Harl of Iowa State 
University also calls for more govern-
ment support of cutting edge seed vari-
eties that should be made available to 
smaller seed companies, helping them 
compete against the emerging food 
clusters. 

Instead, Congress has chosen to cut 
funding for publicly available research 
in biotechnology. One seed company 
CEO, when asked what farmers could 
do to resist the growing vertical inte-
gration of agriculture, said, ‘‘Abso-
lutely nothing, because these are prop-
erty rights owned by the companies, so 
the farmer is going to become more 
and more at the mercy of the few who 
own intellectual properties. Again, it 
goes back to the shortsightedness of 
funding basic research in such a par-
simonious fashion. Without govern-
ment funding, companies are going to 
fund research and control it.’’ 

Economic concentration is not dic-
tated by economic efficiencies any 
more than it is by free markets and 
technological progress. In the late 
1800s, John D. Rockefeller made the 
classic argument for the economic effi-
ciencies of monopoly power. He 
claimed that Standard Oil’s monopoly 
was good for the public because it cre-
ated efficiencies that could be passed 
along to the consumer in the form of 
lower oil prices. That argument wasn’t 
compelling then, and it’s not compel-
ling today. 

First of all, efficiency is not what’s 
driving the trend towards concentra-
tion in agriculture. Research by Iowa 
State University economist Mike Duffy 
shows no further economies of scale be-
yond 600 acres of row crops and about 
150 sows. But the most rapidly growing 
farming operations in Iowa are much 
larger than that, so economies of scale 
cannot be driving their expansion. 

One Iowa farmer writes, ‘‘Today effi-
ciency and cost of production have 
nothing to do with determining which 
farmer will survive as a food pro-
ducer.’’ The most important factor is 
probably the special relationships the 
integrating firm has with other busi-
nesses. In industries undergoing 
vertical integration, especially, farm-
ers who don’t have special relation-
ships with feed or slaughtering firms 
often have to pay more for inputs and 
have more problems selling their prod-
uct. And smaller farmers are being 

forced to sign production contracts 
with input suppliers to obtain new 
technologies they need to stay 
competitive. 

Another critical factor determining 
who survives in these non-competitive 
markets is deep pockets and market 
share. Conglomerates with multiple 
holdings can cross-subsidize one of 
their operations with profits from an-
other operation, making it harder for 
smaller, less diversified firms to com-
pete. They can also drive local non-di-
versified firms out of business by ex-
cess production or processing of a com-
modity, driving price down below the 
cost of production. 

These cross-subsidies are increas-
ingly taking place on a global scale. A 
firm like Cargill, which has operations 
in 70 countries, can absorb losses in one 
country so long as it can cross-sub-
sidize with revenues from another 
country. Because they control supplies 
in more than one country, these multi-
nationals can also drive prices down to 
the detriment of farmers in both coun-
tries. 

Even if concentration did produce 
economic efficiencies, such efficiencies 
wouldn’t concern us if they weren’t 
passed on to the consumer. But we’ve 
already seen that the agribusinesses’ 
price windfalls are not being passed on 
to the consumer. That’s because they 
are able to exploit their economic 
power to increase profit share at the 
expense of farmers. 

So it’s simply not true that there are 
no viable alternatives to continued 
economic concentration. Concentra-
tion is not dictated by free markets, by 
technological progress, or by economic 
efficiency. It’s occurring because of 
government-created monopolies, biased 
choices in technology policy, special 
relationships, and cross-subsidies. And 
it’s occurring because our choices in 
farm and trade and antitrust policies. 
In the end, concentration is driven by 
policy choices that could be made dif-
ferently. 

Consider all the policy choices that 
have brought American agriculture to 
where it is today. When we paved the 
way for family farming with the Home-
stead Act and the defeat of slavery, 
that was a policy choice. When we en-
acted parity legislation in the 1940s, 
leading to an increase in the number of 
farmers, expansion of soil and water 
conservation practices, and a decline in 
farm debt, that also was a policy 
choice. 

When we cut loan rates in the 1950s 
and 1960s to lower farm prices, that was 
a policy choice. When we interlinked 
domestic commodity markets with 
lower world prices through trade agree-
ments, that was a policy choice. When 
we eliminated the safety net for farm-
ers with the Freedom to Farm Act, 
that was a policy choice. 

When we invest public resources in 
technology that tilts the scales against 
family farmers, that is a policy choice. 
When we fail to fund enough econo-
mists at GIPSA or enough antitrust 

staff at Justice and the FTC, that is a 
policy choice. And when we encourage 
global concentration through our trade 
policies while allowing corporate agri-
business to destroy competitive mar-
kets here at home, that too is a policy 
choice. 

Now the policy choices before us are 
clear. We can take legislative action 
that will help preserve family-based 
agriculture. Or we can continue on our 
present course, which is leading unmis-
takably in the direction of contract 
farming, rural depopulation, and global 
oligopoly. 

In August, the Omaha World Herald 
carried a story about one economist’s 
projections for the future of American 
agriculture. ‘‘Farmers who stubbornly 
insist on being their own boss will end 
up in the economic scrap heap,’’ he 
said. This economist described a trend 
toward ‘‘polarization of farms by size, 
with the number of large farms grow-
ing at a rapid pace’’; ‘‘separation of 
land ownership from land production, 
with more and more people owning 
land as an investment and leasing 
property for production’’; and contract 
farming, which will change the role of 
farmers from that of an independent 
producer to skilled tradesman.’’ 

Can any Senator honestly tell me 
this is the vision he or she supports? 
Do we really want a world of contract 
farming, in which farm laborers are 
stuck with one-sided contracts and in-
adequate price information and strug-
gle to get out from under mountains of 
debt? Do we really want a world in 
which our rural areas become depopu-
lated because family farmers have to 
leave the land? Do we really want a 
world in which vertical integration and 
contract farming shift ever more bar-
gaining power to agribusinesses? 

Do we really want a world in which 
management decisions are made by a 
small group of corporate executives, 
removed from the land thanks to new 
precision farming technologies? Do we 
really want a world in which titanic 
food chains face little pressure to pass 
on price savings to the consumer? 

Do we have any say in this matter? I 
think we do. We don’t have to accept 
this vision of the future if we don’t 
want to. We can propose a different 
one, and we can fight for it. These are 
all policy choices. 

These choices are made more dif-
ficult by the immense power of cor-
porate agribusiness—not only eco-
nomic power, but political power as 
well. As Lee Swenson of the NFU re-
cently testified, 

The remaining firms are increasing market 
share and political power to the point of con-
trolling the governments that once regulated 
the firms. Some of the biggest corporations 
have gotten tax breaks or other government 
incentives. . . . Corporate interests have also 
called on the government to weaken environ-
mental standards and immigrant labor pro-
tections in order to allow them to reduce 
productions costs. 

The bigger these agribusinesses get, 
the more influence they have over our 
public policy choices. The bigger they 
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get, the more money they have to 
spend on political campaigns. The big-
ger they get, the more lobbyists they 
can afford to amass on Capitol Hill. 
The bigger they get, the more likely 
they are to be named special U.S. trade 
representatives, like the CEO of Mon-
santo. The bigger they get, the more 
likely public officials will be to confuse 
their interests with the public interest, 
if they don’t already do that. And the 
bigger they get, the more weight they 
will pull in the media. 

It’s a vicious circle. These agri-
business conglomerates used their po-
litical clout to shape public policies 
that helped them grow so big in the 
first place. Now their overwhelming 
size makes it easier for them to dictate 
policies that will help get even bigger. 

This was just as much a problem at 
the turn of the century as it is now. 
American democracy suffered greatly 
as a result of concentration of eco-
nomic power in the late 1800s. But the 
Populists and their successors showed 
us that there is a different path, that 
there are alternatives, and they pro-
ceeded to lay the groundwork for the 
Progressive Era. 

Even before the founding of the Peo-
ple’s Party, populists and labor and 
progressives began working to rein in 
the concentration of economic power. 
With the help of some forward-looking 
Republicans, they fought for and 
passed the Sherman Act and the Clay-
ton Act and the Packers and Stock-
yards Act and the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act. They also reined in the 
trusts through regulation of banks and 
railroads. And they demanded more 
and better democracy through the di-
rect election of senators. 

Judge Robert Bork notwithstanding, 
I don’t believe the Sherman Act was 
motivated by concerns over economic 
efficiency and consumer welfare. In 
fact, during consideration of the Sher-
man Act, Congressman Mason directly 
responded to the efficiency arguments 
raised by John D. Rockefeller. 

If the price of oil, for instance, were re-
duced to one cent a barrel, it would not right 
the wrong done to the people of this country 
by the trusts which have destroyed legiti-
mate competition and driven honest men 
from legitimate business enterprises. 

As Richard Hofstadter has written, 
the Sherman Act was ‘‘a ceremonial 
concession to an overwhelming public 
demand for some kind of reassuring ac-
tion against the trusts.’’ During debate 
on the Act, Senator John Sherman 
himself railed against the ‘‘kingly pre-
rogative’’ of men with ‘‘concentrated 
powers.’’ He vowed that ‘‘We will not 
long endure a king over production, 
transportation, and sale of any of the 
necessities of life.’’ 

But the antitrust laws, in the words 
of Supreme Court Justice William O. 
Douglas, are now ‘‘mere husks of what 
they were intended to be.’’ In the last 
20 years, the courts have been unduly 
influenced by the anti-antitrust views 
of Judge Bork and the Chicago School. 
Today tremendously unfair market 

power routinely goes unpunished, espe-
cially with regard to vertical integra-
tion. 

Courts have limited the effectiveness 
of the antitrust laws by narrowing 
their focus to questions of economic ef-
ficiency and consumer welfare. The 
focus on consumer welfare is an obsta-
cle to antitrust enforcement in agri-
culture, even though farmers were an 
integral part of the original antitrust 
movement. Conventional antitrust 
analysis focuses on the ability of domi-
nant firms to charge higher prices to 
consumers; price declines are generally 
not regarded as a problem. But farmers 
today are drawing attention to the 
ability of dominant firms to abuse 
their market power to pay lower prices 
to producers, not consumers. 

The Justice Department’s recent ap-
proval of the Cargill-Continental merg-
er raises troubling questions about the 
future of antitrust enforcement in agri-
culture. If DOJ can’t stop the merger 
of Cargill and Continental, what merg-
er will it ever stop? Will it ever be able 
to take any action at all to arrest the 
trend towards concentration in agri-
culture? 

The Packers and Stockyards Act is a 
similar story. Enacted in 1921 to com-
bat the market abuse of the top five 
meat packers, it has extremely broad 
and far-reaching language. Under the 
Packers and Stockyard Act, it is un-
lawful for any packer to ‘‘engage in or 
use any unfair, unjustly discrimina-
tory, or deceptive practice or device.’’ 
It is unlawful to ‘‘make or give any 
undue or unreasonable preference or 
advantage.’’ 

However, some court decisions have 
limited its scope, and USDA is unwill-
ing to test its regulatory authority in 
court. Meanwhile, concentration in the 
meat-packing industry today is higher 
than it was when the FTC issued its 
original report leading to enactment of 
the 1921 Act. 

Clearly, we cannot simply rely on the 
current antitrust statutes and anti-
trust authorities to address the rapid 
consolidation of the agricultural sec-
tor. We must change our antitrust 
laws. Whether or not our antitrust 
agencies have authority that they are 
unwilling to exercise, we need to force 
their hand. And we must develop a new 
farm policy. Realistically, however, we 
know that doing these things may take 
some time. We must act now. 

There is something we can do in the 
short term. I am offering legislation 
with Senator DORGAN that would im-
pose a moratorium on mergers and ac-
quisitions among agribusinesses that 
must already submit pre-merger filings 
under current law (annual net revenue 
or assets over $100 million for one 
party and $10 million for the other). 
This moratorium would remain in ef-
fect for 18 months, or until Congress 
enacts legislation to address the prob-
lem of concentration in agriculture, 
whichever comes first. 

Over the longer term, however, we 
need to focus on equalizing the bar-

gaining power between farmers and the 
global agribusiness giants. A growing 
disparity of economic power is shifting 
a larger share of farm income to agri-
business. We need to reverse that trend 
and level the playing field. Unless we 
ensure that farmers and ranchers re-
ceive a fair share of the profit of the 
food system, little else we do to main-
tain family-size farms is likely to 
succeed. 

Of course, there’s more than one way 
to attack the problem of unequal bar-
gaining power. The antitrust statutes 
helped equalize bargaining power by in-
creasing competition, thereby reducing 
the market power of monopolies. The 
formation of agricultural cooperatives 
under the Capper-Volstead Act helped 
equalize bargaining power from the op-
posite direction—by increasing the 
market power of farmers. Under either 
approach, farmers improve their bar-
gaining position and are likely to ob-
tain a greater share of farm income. 

Yet there are some inherent dispari-
ties in market power that can only be 
remedied through farm policy. Because 
there are so many farmers, no single 
farmer can influence price on his or her 
own. On their own, farmers cannot 
limit production waiting for prices to 
rise or until they can shift crops. 
Farmers are unable to reduce supply 
without assistance from the govern-
ment, which is where farm policy can 
play a role. 

Farm policy can also remedy inher-
ent disparities in market power by 
placing a floor on prices. Laws guaran-
teeing workers the right to bargain 
collectively and a minimum wage are 
based on the same idea. The minimum 
wage law recognizes that there is un-
equal bargaining power between em-
ployers and workers, and that wage ne-
gotiation would often lead to wages 
that are too low. The bargaining power 
between agribusiness conglomerates 
and farmers is similarly unequal, and 
it is resulting in farmer prices that are 
too low. Farmers today essentially 
need the equivalent of a minimum 
wage. 

Of course, bolstering the market 
power of family farmers is inimical to 
the economic interests of corporate ag-
ribusiness, and it will be fiercely re-
sisted. But in the past we have man-
aged to tame concentrations of eco-
nomic and political power, and I refuse 
to believe we cannot do so again. For 
this reason, the examples of the Popu-
list movement and the Progressive Era 
are enormously instructive and encour-
aging. 

Finally, I want to mention the fiery 
closing speech at the People’s Party 
convention in 1892, which reads like it 
could have been written yesterday. It 
was delivered by a remarkable Min-
nesotan—an implacable foe of monop-
oly power named Ignatius Donnelly. 
Donnelly affirmed that ‘‘the interests 
of rural and urban labor are the same,’’ 
and he called for a return to America’s 
egalitarian founding principles. ‘‘We 
seek to restore the government of the 
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Republic to the hands of the ‘plain peo-
ple’ with whom it originated,’’ he said. 

We should do no less. If we want to 
sustain a vibrant rural economy and a 
thriving democracy, we need urgent re-
form of our farm and antitrust laws. 
We must act now. We can start by pass-
ing an 18-month moratorium on the 
largest agribusiness mergers. 

I yield the floor, and I reserve the re-
mainder of our time for the minority. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
speak as in morning business. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent—and I do not in-
tend to object—that the time con-
sumed by the Senator be charged 
equally to all time under the order on 
the appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator is recognized. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am not 
going to take much time. I certainly 
hope the Senator from Minnesota did 
not cut his remarks short because he 
certainly is articulating something in 
which we are all very interested. I 
would do what I could to protect his 
rights to get a vote if he needed a vote, 
the same as I ask my rights be pro-
tected to either get a vote or to object 
to a unanimous consent request, which 
I have been doing with regularity in 
the last few days. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague for his remarks. 

f 

COMPREHENSIVE NUCLEAR TEST- 
BAN TREATY 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I will 
take a few minutes to share with the 
Senate something that has not been 
mentioned yet in this whole CTBT 
debate. 

First of all, let me respond to a cou-
ple of things that were said by the last 
speaker who spoke in favor of the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. I hate to 
be redundant, but I cannot let these 
things continue to go by. People will 
actually believe them when, in fact, 
they are not true. 

The statement was made by one of 
the Senators that the Directors of the 
labs—the three energy labs—were in 
favor of this treaty. I listened to this, 
and yet we had them before our com-
mittee which I chair. They were very 
emphatic about their feelings. I am 
going to read to make sure the record 
reflects this. 

Dr. Paul Robinson, one of the Direc-
tors, said: 

The Treaty bans any ‘‘nuclear explosion,’’ 
but unfortunately, compliance with a zero- 
yield requirement is unverifiable. The limi-
tations of verifiability introduce the possi-
bility of inconsistent observance of the ban 
under the threshold of detectability. 

The threshold of detectability is 
something that is there. What that 
means is, no matter what equipment 
we use, we are unable to detect certain 
tests that are underground under cer-
tain yields. This is a zero-yield test. 

We kept hearing from the same indi-
vidual yesterday that they can get on-
site inspections. Onsite inspections are 
not assured. Under this treaty, it is 
very specific. Going back to Paul Rob-
inson, the Director of Sandia Lab: 

The decision to approve a request for an 
onsite inspection must be made by an affirm-
ative vote of at least 30 of the 51 members of 
the treaty organization’s Executive Council. 

I know there is supposedly some in-
formal agreement that we in the 
United States would be a member of 
that executive council. I do not see 
anything in this treaty that says we 
are. We are putting our fate in the 
hands of some 30 nations, and we do not 
know at this point who those 30 na-
tions will be. 

I will quote further to get my point 
across, although the Senator was well 
meaning yesterday in making the com-
ment this was endorsed by the Direc-
tors of the labs. I will quote Dr. Paul 
Robinson again. He was referring to 
himself and the Directors of the other 
two labs. I am talking about all three 
labs: 

I and others who are or have been respon-
sible for the safety and reliability of the U.S. 
stockpile of nuclear weapons have testified 
to this obvious conclusion many times in the 
past. To forego that validation through test-
ing is, in short, to live with uncertainty. 

He goes on to say: 
If the United States scrupulously restricts 

itself to zero yield while other nations may 
conduct experiments up to the threshold of 
international detectability— 

The one I just talked about— 
we will be at an intolerable disadvantage. 

We have to read that over and over 
because people are not getting that 
message. 

The second thing he said was, what is 
the rush? This morning, I heard the 
President in his press conference of 
yesterday talk about the rush. Here is 
the President who has been saying over 
and over that he demands this come be-
fore this Senate and be acted upon by 
November of this year. Here it is. That 
is next month. We are doing exactly 
what he wanted. Yet now he wants to 
withdraw this treaty because he does 
not believe he has the votes for the 
ratification. I agree. He does not have 
the votes. It would shock me if he had 
the votes. 

Yet we have had a chance for a very 
deliberative session. We have talked 
for hours and hours, some 22 hours of 
debate and committee activity on this 
subject. We are all very familiar with 
it. 

I also suggest that any Member of 
the Senate who stands up now and says 

we should not be doing this and how 
unconscionable that we are considering 
something of this magnitude right 
now, any one of those Senators saying 
that had the opportunity, as the Sen-
ator from Illinois would have had the 
opportunity, to object to bringing it up 
because it was done so by unanimous 
consent. 

The third thing they were talking 
about is how everyone is a strong sup-
porter of this treaty. For the record, 
one more time, we have 6 former Secre-
taries of Defense and several former Di-
rectors of Central Intelligence, as well 
as some 13 former commanding gen-
erals, all of whom are in the RECORD 
right now, and I do not need to put it 
in again, I have already put that in the 
RECORD; also, the statement by Bill 
Cohen. There is no one for whom I have 
greater respect than my former col-
league on the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, the former Senator Bill 
Cohen, now Secretary of Defense Bill 
Cohen. 

But I had to remind him, during our 
committee meeting, that maybe now 
his attitude is different on some of 
these critical things because he is now 
working for the President. But what he 
said in September of 1992—and I re-
member when he said it when he was 
leading the fight to stop this type of a 
treaty; in fact, it is the same provi-
sions—he said: 

. . . [W]hat remains relevant is the fact 
that many of these nuclear weapons which 
we intend to keep in our stockpile for the in-
definite future are dangerously unsafe. 
Equally relevant is the fact that we can 
make these weapons much safer if limited 
testing is allowed to be conducted. So, when 
crafting our policy regarding nuclear test-
ing, this should be our principal objective: 
To make the weapons we retain safe. 

. . . The amendment that was adopted last 
week . . . 

This is back in 1992, but this is the 
same language we are talking about 
today— 
does not meet this test . . . [because] it 
would not permit the Department of Energy 
to conduct the necessary testing to make 
our weapons safe. 

Here is the same Secretary of De-
fense, back when he was in the Senate, 
talking about the fact that our weap-
ons are not safe. By the way, we had a 
chart that we showed of information 
that came from all three of the Energy 
labs which is in the Cloakroom right 
now, but we have used on the floor sev-
eral times, showing specifically not 
one of the nine weapons in that arsenal 
meet the safety tests today. In other 
words, we have gone 7 years now with-
out testing, and it has now taken its 
toll. We are having a problem. So any-
way, that is very significant to remem-
ber those words of Secretary Cohen. 

I have been asked the question by a 
number of people as to why I am so ad-
amant about objecting to the unani-
mous consent request—and I do not 
care who makes it—to take this from 
the calendar and put it back into the 
Foreign Relations Committee. 

I do so because there is something 
that has not even been discussed on 
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